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ABSTRACT 
ANGER AND THE LEARNING PROCESS: 
THE ROLES ANGER PLAYS IN LEARNING ABOUT SEXISM 
FEBRUARY 1997 
JOAN GRISWOLD ANDERSON, B.A., OBERLIN COLLEGE 
M.A., OBERLIN COLLEGE 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS AMHERST 
Directed by: Professor Maurianne Adams 
Anger almost inevitably comes up in classes on sexism. Whether it explodes and 
demands attention or remains largely hidden, it can impede or facilitate the learning 
experience. Research suggests that men and women may experience, express, and react to 
anger differently. Because this difference tends to reflect the power imbalance in society, it is 
all the more important to understand how instructors should manage anger in the classroom. 
To this end, a number of questions were raised: 
1) What kinds of anger come up in a class on sexism, and are there observable 
differences based on gender? 
2) What kinds of anger do male and female students report experiencing in the class 
and how does the anger facilitate or impede their learning? 
3) How do instructors experience and deal with anger in the classroom and what do 
they conclude from their teaching experience? 
4) How can teachers help make anger a constructive experience for women learning 
about sexism? 
5) Does anger tie in with sexism, especially for women? 
vi 
Answers to these questions are based on a qualitative study of two mixed-gender 
classes on sexism. Research methodology includes observation of the classes, analysis of 
student evaluations and papers on their learning experience, journals recording emotional 
reactions during class, and audio-taped interviews. 
Both defensive and facilitative anger came up in these classes, and even more anger 
was reported later that had remained unobserved. Anger was caused by factors ranging from 
personal biases to pedagogical approaches. There was widespread antipathy toward angry 
women unless their anger was protective of men. Women seemed to have difficulty becoming 
angry on their own behalf or expressing it in class. In general, women were more adversely 
affected by conflict and displays of male anger. 
Results imply that women's new awareness of sexism should include an ability to 
become angry on their own behalf. Instructors are therefore advised to keep male anger 
contained by emphasizing collaborative, small group discussions and single-sex caucuses, and 
to focus attention on the interactive process where both anger and sexism are taking place. 
Vll 
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ANGER, GENDER, AND THE LEARNING EXPERIENCE: 
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 
Why this Topic? 
Anger in the Diversity Classroom 
One of my very strong personal reactions to the workshop was the anger I felt. 
By the end of the weekend I was more angered.... 
This reading leads me to discuss the anger I felt during the seminar. The fact 
that men don't seem interested in changing brings me to a boil. 
The issue of sexism stirs up such an array of emotions inside me: anger, 
resentment, pride ~ and a desire to fight the might.1 
Making people angry is often compared to stirring up a hornet's nest ~ something 
most people deliberately avoid. However, as an instructor of numerous diversity classes, I 
have found this hornet's nest to be generally unavoidable and even a seemingly vital 
component of the learning experience. As Novaco points out, anger can be a positive force: 
"The experience of anger can provide us with important information about the psychological 
significance of an event, situation, or context. Moreover, anger can be a force that energizes a 
social movement to redress social inequalities" (1985, p. 203). The expressions of anger cited 
above are typical student reactions to a class on diversity. If there were no reactions of this 
sort, then we might wonder if the students had become engaged on a personal level, or if the 
class had been too comfortable for any meaningful learning to take place. 
A teaching colleague once remarked that he liked to get his students angry because 
then he knew they were learning something. Is there some truth to this? Should stirring up 
the hornets' nest be one of our aims as diversity educators? Before we leap into this course of 
‘Anonymous quotes from student reaction papers submitted for Social Justice Education 
Training workshops during 1992/93 at an institution of higher learning in New England. 
1 
action, it would be well to remember that most people feel ambivalent about anger, and for 
good reason. As Carol Tavris points out, "we are ambivalent about anger because sometimes 
it is effective and sometimes it is not, because sometimes it is necessary and sometimes it is 
% 
destructive" (1989, p. 47). Indeed, other student reactions to diversity classes imply that anger 
might also be detrimental to the learning experience: 
It made me really angry; it wasn't a safe place for me to share my 
point of view. 
I guess I wasn't prepared for the level of anger and pain which was expressed. 
I am afraid to say things that might upset people, or make them mad.2 
From these reactions we might conclude that angry feelings and fear of anger could serve to 
block learning. And in fact, Novaco acknowledges that anger can also have negative impact 
on social interaction - "it can disrupt task performance and problem-solving activities, it can 
activate injurious behaviors, it can prevent self-scrutiny by externalizing conflict, and it can 
become a role-defined behavior that is over-generalized" (1985, p. 203). 
In the past few decades it has become evident that emotions are inseparable from 
cognition in development and learning, and play a crucial role in deciding what we will and 
will not learn (Tavris, 1983; Goleman, 1985; Greenwald, 1980). Emotions also come into play 
as a reaction to moving from one cognitive developmental stage to the next, a transition which 
can generate feelings of loss, anxiety, guilt, shame, and anger (Kegan, 1982). Anger in 
particular can play a pivotal role in learning and development: In its conservationist mode, 
anger shores up the ego's defenses against new learning; in its role as catalyst, it empowers the 
self to move into new cognitive territory and impose change on the environment. How anger 
2More quotes from student reaction papers, 1992/93. 
2 
is expressed and received in a classroom situation can therefore be seen as crucial to the 
learning experience. 
Many of the above quotes are by women reacting to classes on sexism. Anger is a 
complex phenomenon in and of itself, but when we add gender, the patterns shift yet again. 
From the moment we are anticipated as potential little girls or little boys, gender begins to 
complicate our lives in the form of a massive social conspiracy to make things clearer and 
simpler. Whatever "natural" or hardwired differences there may be between the sexes are 
pretty much impossible to discover beneath the accumulation of rules on how a man and a 
woman should look, sound, smell, feel, talk, think, behave -- and how they should get angry. 
Angry Women 
A few years ago, I came across a curious example of anger in the Boston Globe. The 
article was about a law professor, Clare Dalton, who had won a sex discrimination suit against 
Harvard Law School and because of that experience had strong views on gender and anger: 
It seems anger is not OK for women. Only for men. Men can demean 
women by not honoring the motivation behind the anger or by simply 
dismissing them as a bunch of premenstrual women. But anger is often a 
noble emotion. And if men are afraid of a woman's anger, it must mean that 
on some level it represents something very powerful.3 
Ms. Dalton's statement is interesting in itself, but what makes it even more interesting is the 
way the columnist, a woman named Patti Doten, chose to introduce this angry voice to her 
reading public. She depicts the law professor as, 
a "short, fine-boned slip of a woman" worrying about her puppy named 
Waffles; she "doesn't sound like some crazed feminist spouting anti-male 
sexual, political or legal jargon that would allow her to be dubbed a strident 
female. She is soft-spoken, reserved, thoughtful and cautious...." 
3"Patti Doten, "Clare Dalton Looks Back in Anger: The Law Professor Who Sued Harvard 
Tells Why the Stack Is Decked [sic] against Women," Boston Globe, October 25, 1993. 
3 
What on earth prompted the writer to give such a detailed apology before presenting 
Ms. Dalton's anger? Could it mean that Professor Dalton may be right? Are we so "afraid of 
a woman's anger" that we need to picture her as a frail creature with a puppy named "Waffles" 
in order to hear it? If she were large, overweight, or had a Doberman named Rex, would we 
automatically discount her rage as the rantings of a "crazed feminist"? And would the writer 
have felt it necessary to introduce a comparably angry male law professor with such an 
extensive apology -- "Mr. Dalton is a pot-bellied, slightly balding little man fretting over his 
puppy named Skeeter?" I don't think so. 
The subject of gender is a loaded one, as is the subject of anger. Judging from this 
article, the combination is apparently something to be approached with trepidation. Indeed, I 
have found that people get quite heated on the subject of men's and women's anger. The 
generalizations fly fast and furiously, along with the fur and feathers. At risk of stirring up 
yet more controversy, I propose to examine these issues myself, specifically in regard to the 
challenge of teaching people about sexism. But let me reassure my readers: though I am a 
rather tall, large-boned woman, and a feminist as well, I do not have a large dog and am not 
angry. Well, not very angry. 
Anger in Relation to Oppression 
The anger that fuels revolt does not arise... from objective conditions of 
deprivation or misery. As long as people regard these conditions as natural 
and inevitable, as God's law or man's way, they do not feel angry about 
them." (Tavris, 1983, p. 261) 
If one group has more power in a society, and can set the norms and dictate the 
standards for behavior, then groups with less power will have less say over what constitutes 
justifiable anger. The group wielding the defining power can invalidate others' anger by 
terming it a sign of illness, maladjustment, depravity, uppityness, and so forth. This takes its 
toll on the psyche. In order to fit the dominant group's concept of "normal" subordinates 
4 
generally "grow up constructing complex psychological tendencies based on inner beliefs that 
they are weak, unworthy, have no right or cause to be angry" (Miller, 1983, p. 3). Anger 
becomes difficult, if not impossible to express, since "this is one of the emotions that no 
dominant group ever wants to allow in subordinates" (Miller, 1983, p. 2). Labor union 
pickets, marches on Washington, riots in Watts could be validated by the media and 
government as constructive channeling of justifiable outrage into social action, but are often 
devalued, scorned, or simply suppressed through threat or direct force. 
The power imbalance that forms the basis for oppression takes many forms in our 
society. The in-group/out-group configuration can be based on race, religion, ability, gender, 
sexual preference, wealth, etc. Whichever characteristics are used to establish an 'out-group/ 
that group finds itself having to struggle to attain 'normalcy and the means for personal 
fulfillment. For the purposes of this study, I am concentrating on the oppressive system 
known as sexism, and accepting as a given the generally recognized fact that western society is 
androcentric — in other words, 'human' experience has been "organized in terms of the 
experience of men as they have been able to define it and elaborate on it. This elaboration is 
called 'culture' and 'knowledge'" (Miller, 1983, p. 2). 
Social Identity Development and Feminism Awareness 
This research project will focus on women's learning experience in a class on sexism. 
Generally speaking, the goal of classes on sexism is firstly, to raise awareness of the societal 
power imbalance based on gender, and secondarily to move people toward a more feminist 
stance. A big problem with this goal is that many men and women are extremely prejudiced 
against the concept of feminism and consider it an anti-male doctrine espoused by angry, 
rejected, probably lesbian females. 
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What might a "feminist stance" look like? In her dissertation on the Determinants of 
Feminism, Kerens put forth a definition of feminism which I find typically confusing: 
1) the belief that gender shouldn't matter except in very narrow, 
anatomically-determined areas, 
2) a recognition that it does matter in contemporary American society, 
3) a desire that this state of affairs should change. (1989, p. 13) 
A definition like this immediately turns off a huge segment of the heterosexual population, 
who would rise up in one voice shouting, "But of course gender matters! Vive la difference!" 
In their exploration of feminist identity development models, Bargad and Hyde pose the 
important question, "Does one have to call oneself a feminist in order to develop a feminist 
identity?" (1991, p. 197). Personally, I would say not. I think that many people might lose 
their anxiety along with their prejudice and actually admit to being feminists themselves, if we 
were to go by the much simpler and more straightforward American Heritage Dictionary 
definition of feminism: "A doctrine that advocates or demands for women the same rights 
granted men, as in political and economic status" (1985, p. 496-7). 
In order to measure women's movement toward feminism, Kerens adapted her own 
feminism scale from a number of existing instruments that she found inadequate. One of the 
conclusions she formed from using her own scale was that more attention should be paid to 
levels of awareness of feminism. What might these levels look like? 
In 1982 Rita Hardiman developed a model of "White Identity Development" based on 
work with Bailey Jackson's Black Identity Development theory and on her studies of various 
sex-role development models. Sex-role development, she contends, is "applicable to 
understanding the effects of other forms of discrimination which are based on dichotomies" 
(p. 96, citing Rebecca, Hefner and Oleshansky, 1976). Together, Jackson and Hardiman 
proposed a series of developmental stages that persons in both so-called dominant and 
subordinate groups move through as they gain self awareness of the societal power structure 
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and how it affects them.4 While I have reservations about this paradigm and will not be using 
it as a tool to measure learning, I do find it more useful than other models and would like to 
introduce it briefly to the readers as a useful frame for understanding when and why the most 
anger comes up in this particular kind of learning process -- particularly since the students in 
the second class under observation for this study were encouraged to decide where they fit into 
the progression. 
Jackson/Hardiman Social Identity Development Stages: 
1) conscious or unconscious acceptance of the cultural power structure as normative, 
2) growing awareness of the power imbalance and resistance to the cultural system, 
3) redefinition of oneself in terms of this new awareness, and finally 
4) internalization of the redefined selfhood so that power comes from within rather 
than from others in the system. 
There is a great potential for anger in all of the stages, particularly in a learning 
environment which pushes people to examine internal and external discrepancies. In the 
"Acceptance" stage, both dominants and subordinates are caught up in denial that there are any 
discrepancies. A person at this stage typically "rationalizes varying degrees of cognitive 
dissonance" and often does so, consciously or unconsciously, in order to get the rewards for 
collusion offered by the system (Jackson and Hardiman, 1980). If the learning experience 
pushes against these rationalizations, it can bring on anxiety and a range of defensive 
behaviors including anger. 
4The "dominant" and "subordinate" groups in a societal power-imbalance have also been 
referred to as "agents" and "targets" of oppression, or "in-groups" and "out-groups." My personal 
preference is to think of them as groups with and without privilege -- privileges such as running the 
country, the army, the cultural and religious institutions; defining what is good, sane, legal, beautiful, 
intelligent, and so forth. In later chapters I will most often use the terms "privileged group" and 
"unprivileged group." 
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To mention some other examples of anger that this learning process could bring forth: 
In the "Resistance" stage, anger and shame often come up as the individual becomes painfully 
aware of the ignorance and inequities in a sexist society. Also in the "Redefinition" stage, 
members of the subordinate group can become angry and hostile as they withdraw into their 
own group to redefine their terms of existence. For members of the subordinate group in these 
two stages, anger can become explosive. This is the kind of anger generally recognized as a 
vital "force that energizes a social movement to redress social inequalities" (Novaco, 1985, 
p. 203). For members of the dominant group in the Resistance stage — and often in the 
Redefinition stage as well - lowered self esteem in the form of self blame and guilt can make 
the person prone to anger as a defense mechanism. When dominants and subordinates of these 
various stages come together, the situation can become quite volatile. 
The Questions Raised 
My study is based on the observation of two 14-hour, mixed-gender classes on sexism, 
which took place on two separate weekends, two years apart. The classes were experiential in 
nature, depending on the participants' involvement in the educational process. The goals were 
to raise awareness of the gender power imbalance in this society and how it affected 
individuals in the class. Observable anger and other emotions came up in both classes, but 
many people were silent or seemingly unmoved. The challenge was to find out what was 
going on for them as well as for the more vocal students. 
Researchers have concluded the obvious: Verbal report is essential to finding out 
about emotions (Biaggio, 1986, et al.). Therefore, papers and evaluations were perused, and 
instructors and students from both classes were interviewed. Listening to the different and 
often widely varying perspectives, I followed the example of Lewis (1993) and Brodkey before 
her (1987), looking to learn "not who is right and who is wrong," but to learn about the terms 
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on which others make sense of their lives: what they take into account and what they do not; 
what they consider worth contemplating and what they do not; what they are and are not 
willing to raise and discuss as problematic and unresolved in life (Lewis, 1993, p. 17, quoting 
Brodkey, 1987, p. 47). The anger that came up in these two classes on sexism raised a 
number of questions for me as an instructor, which I will address in this dissertation. 
1) What kinds of anger come up in a class on sexism, and are there observable 
differences based on gender? 
a) What are the apparent causes of anger? 
b) How is anger expressed? 
c) What are the visible effects on the learning experience? 
2) What kinds of anger do male and female students report experiencing in the class 
and how does the anger facilitate or impede their learning? 
a) What experiences of anger (causes, feelings, expressions) do men and 
women report, and how do these relate to observed anger? 
b) How do personal background and attitudes toward anger and sexism tie in 
with their experience of anger in the class? 
c) In what ways does anger seem to impact their learning experience? 
3) How do instructors experience and deal with anger in the classroom, and what do 
they conclude from their teaching experience? 
a) How do they interpret the anger and react to it? 
b) What influences their perceptions and behaviors? 
c) How do their perspectives on anger impact the learning experience? 
d) Given their experience with anger in the classroom, what do they 
recommend for future instructors? 
4) How can teachers help make anger a constructive experience, especially for women 
learning about sexism? 
5) Does anger tie in with sexism, especially for women? 
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The Significance of the Study 
My study should contribute significantly to several areas of knowledge, both 
theoretical and methodological: 
1) Women's Experience and Expression of Anger. Since Western Civilization sees 
anger as a key element in conflict and growth, on both individual and societal levels (Averill, 
1978, 1982; Miller, 1986; Tavris, 1982; Hochschild, 1983), it would seem important that 
women have the ability to tap into this emotion. Current studies seem to show that this is 
happening more so than in the past.5 The exploration of women's experience of anger during 
sexism training will contribute significantly to the growing body of work on this subject. 
2) Understanding How Emotions Influence the Learning Process in the Area of 
Diversity Education. In the past few decades it has become evident that emotions are 
inseparable from cognition in development and learning, and play a crucial role in deciding 
what we will and will not learn (Tavris, 1983; Goleman, 1985; Greenwald, 1980, Lazarus, 
1991). Likewise, theory has it that learning and development take place as the individual 
interacts with the 'otheri, especially through conflict where so-called "accommodative learning" 
can take place (Kegan, 1982) -- where the individual must re-organize her or his way of 
viewing the world in order to take in new knowledge that contradicts previously accepted 
knowledge. Diversity education often pushes students into areas of new growth that has the 
appearance of accommodative learning. Exploring anger as a possible manifestation of this 
developmental transition will be of great interest. 
5In a recent New York Times "Health" supplement (12/1/93, C15), Jane E. Brody calls the 
public's attention to the latest study on Women and Anger by Dr. Sandra P. Thomas (Springer 
Publishing Co., 1993) which concludes that nowadays younger women with good self esteem seem to 
use anger constructively. 
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3) Methodological Implications for Teaching. Anger that comes up during the 
learning process is a challenge to any teacher of any subject. This study should contribute to 
feminist pedagogy, and to diversity education in general. 
Teaching diversity is an often stressful job, and a crucial one in this sadly divisive 
world. An examination of the anger that comes up during classes on sexism, though limited in 
scope, would hopefully promote a better understanding of how to anticipate and work with 
students' anger in a constructive manner in order to foster more effective diversity education. 
The Approach to Finding Answers 
This research study brings together several distinct fields of inquiry: the psychology 
of anger, gender studies, learning and developmental theory, the nature of oppression and 
prejudice, and pedagogical methodology -- particularly in the area of diversity education. 
Obviously one book cannot do justice to these fields; the filaments of knowledge I have tried 
to extract from them all have to do with anger, and all shed some light on this research 
project. Chapters II, III and IV are devoted to sharing this background knowledge with the 
readers; Chapters V through IX deal with the research project; Chapter X brings it all together. 
In more detail, here is what the reader may expect: 
Chapter II explores the nature of anger: some definitions, how anger relates to 
aggression, the inner workings of the emotion, anger as a social and cognitive function, and 
how emotions like anger operate in relation to values. Chapter III presents an overview of 
literature on anger in the areas of development and gender; Chapter IV deals with the learning 
process, prejudice and oppression, and diversity education. With this rather eclectic 
background under our belts, we will be ready for the study itself. Chapter V briefly and rather 
boringly describes the design and research methods I used to study anger in two classes on 
sexism. Chapter V includes a brief self-report by the researcher, similar to the profiles of her 
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subjects, so that the readers can have a clearer concept of the editor at work behind the many 
stories of anger and upset. Chapter VI recounts wliat went on in these two classes, contrasting 
the anger that came up and how it was handled, and providing the answer to the first Research 
Question: What kinds of anger come up in a class on sexism, and are there observable 
differences based on gender? In the course of answering this question, we will also look at 
the apparent causes, the expressions, and the visible effects of the anger on the students' 
learning experience. 
Chapters VII and VIII explore the reports of anger experienced by students in Class A 
and Class B respectively, and their views on how it affected their learning. Class A looks at 
both men and women; Class B focuses almost exclusively on women. These chapters offer 
some answers to the second Research Question: What kinds of anger do male and female 
students report experiencing in the class and how does the anger facilitate or impede their 
learning? This question will be broken down into three subquestions: 
a) What experiences of anger (causes, feelings, expressions) do men and 
women report, and how do these relate to observed anger? 
b) How do personal background and attitudes toward anger and sexism tie in with their 
experience of anger in the class? 
c) In what ways does anger seem to impact their learning experience? 
In Chapter IX we will get the instructors' perspectives on anger that came up in the 
two classes. This chapter will provide answers for Research Question #3: How do instructors 
experience and deal with anger in the classroom, and what do they conclude from their 
teaching experience? 
a) How do they interpret the anger and react to it? 
b) What influences their perceptions and behaviors? 
c) How do their perspectives on anger impact the learning experience? 
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d) Given their experience with anger in the classroom, what do they 
recommend for future instructors? 
Finally, Chapter X will wrap it all up with generalizations and conclusions about the first three 
questions, and provide some answers to the last two Research Questions: 
4) How can teachers help make anger a constructive experience, especially for 
women learning about sexism? 
5) Does anger tie in with sexism, especially for women? 
I beg the readers' indulgence for the length of this exploration, and hope the journey will prove 
to be generally fascinating, often entertaining, and in the long run helpful. 
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CHAPTER II 
WHAT IS THIS THING CALLED ANGER? 
Introduction 
In one episode of "Star Trek Next Generation," the emotionless android named Data 
tries to get people to explain to him what "anger" is, and finds that they can only define it by 
referring to other emotions. That anger will prove so enigmatic two millennia from now is 
certainly plausible, given the difficulty we have with it now. Arthur Reber notes in his 
Dictionary of Psychology (1988) that anger is a "rather fuzzy concept" which depends on a 
particular context and theoretical perspective for its definition. In fact, beyond calling it "a 
fairly strong emotional reaction," he circles the topic warily, listing typical sources of arousal, 
typical physical reactions such as the possibility of attack, and some possible synonyms like 
"rage, hostility, hatred, etc." (p. 35). The American Heritage Dictionary does no better, simply 
abandoning us to that in-itself-undefinable state we all know as "feeling," and likewise 
referring us to emotional synonyms: "A feeling of extreme displeasure, hostility, indignation, 
or exasperation toward someone or something; rage; wrath; ire" (1985, p. 109). 
On the surface, this definition might seem adequate, and applicable to angry situations 
that come to mind: a quarrel over housework responsibilities, a toddler throwing a tantrum, a 
dog snarling at an intruder, a student disclaiming over a low grade. But are "hostility" or 
"exasperation" truly synonymous with anger? It could be argued that these are quite different 
emotions with different causes, different feelings, and different action-impulses. Furthermore, 
the toddler may be expressing extreme frustration, and the dog simply displaying instinctive or 
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learned aggression. Should their reactions be considered the same as anger? 
In the following pages I will give an overview of theories on anger, so that we can 
approach the issues of gender, learning, and diversity education with some common 
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understanding of what we are talking about. I will first distinguish aggression from anger and 
analyze how the two phenomena have been combined into a popular but often combustible 
mix. We will look at the structure of anger as an emotional syndrome and examine the nature 
of anger as a conflictive emotion. I will then present the social constructivist views on anger 
as a product of language and culture -- and ultimately, reason. We will see how selfhood 
disappears somewhere between the outer social surface and the inner convolutions of rules and 
expectations, and marvel at the way this unruly (yet carefully constructed) passion can come 
rushing out of nowhere to rescue us in the legal system. At the core of selfhood is a personal 
set of values. We will take a look at how anger and other emotions operate to defend and 
maintain what matters most to us. Finally, I will sum it all up and point us ahead to the 
greater body of this work. 
Coming to Terms with Aggression 
Angry Aggression: Both Bad and Good 
How does aggression relate to anger? Averill (1978) points out that until fairly 
recently psychologists and sociologists considered aggression the central issue and did not 
really pay much attention to anger. It is important, then, to come to some understanding of 
what aggression is and how it relates to anger -- particularly since we are confronted daily 
with so many aggressive acts in the newspapers and television. 
Our friend Reber again throws up his hands at the idea of defining this "extremely 
general term": "...the concept plays a central role in many theoretical conceptions and, as is so 
often the case in the social sciences, usage follows theory and no mutually accepted definition 
can be found" (1988, p. 18). He does, however, define it generally as "acts that involve 
attack, hostility, etc." which are typically motivated by fear or frustration, the desire to cause 
fear, or a "tendency to push forward one's own ideas or interests." He further notes that, out 
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of the many varieties of aggression (e.g. "anticipatory," "instrumental," "territorial," etc.), 
"angry aggression," which is caused by frustration or thwarted goals, is what most people think 
of when the term is used. If we consider the adjectival form of the word - "an aggressive 
halfback" as opposed to "an aggressive teenager" - we can immediately see how "depending 
on the context, the term can be made to carry either rather positive connotations or distinctly 
negative ones" (p. 19). 
There has been a tradition of associating anger with aggression, and even using the 
terms interchangeably. In the 19th Century Darwin (and later, Freud) catapulted aggression 
into the limelight, confounded it with rage, and established the "instinct" or "drive" theories - 
both of which are hypothetical, genetically inherited forces that propel us willy nilly into 
patterns of behavior that often seem otherwise to lack justification. Darwin considered 
aggression a means of survival; according to his theory, anger was simply "watered down 
rage," and rage was "the motivation to retaliate" in wolves, humans, or any other species. The 
whole idea of rage or aggression being genetically wired into human nature, particularly in the 
male, became generally accepted in the world of clinical psychology - and immensely 
popular. But the Freudian school gave it a new, negative twist, and taught us to search a maze 
of repressed emotions for those innate destructive urges in ourselves and understand our 
behavior in terms of what we were trying to cover up. It soon became important to release 
some of this stuff. From Desmond Morris' book. The Naked Ape, to the forest rituals of the 
more recent Men's Movement, from "letting it all hang out" in the Sixties to "primal scream" 
ceremonies, people came to take very seriously the idea that unexpressed, innate rage might 
come to a boil inside a hapless human who, like a pressure cooker, would need periodic 
venting to avoid explosion. 
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On the more positive side, anger/aggression has also been widely viewed as a 
Darwinian force of adaptation. Novaco asserts that, linked with aggression, anger "can impart 
a sense of control or mastery. One can overcome constraints, dislodge impediments, and 
dispatch obnoxious others by becoming angry and acting aggressively" (1985, p. 205). Seen 
in this light, anger could be seen as an adaptive warning signal that, if taken seriously by the 
other party, could preclude the necessity of fight or flight. Averill points out that "some 
episodes of anger do spill over into acts of violence, of which crimes of passion are extreme 
examples. But for the most part, the everyday expression of anger is designed to make a 
harmful attack unnecessary" (1978, p. 73). 
The adaptive energies of angry aggression also became a popular concept. In their 
comprehensive history of anger in the United States, Steams and Steams (1986) tell of the 
positive influence Darwin had on the public attitude, linking survival of the fittest with social 
reform. If the animal nature was controlled through "virile" sports and public good works, 
then anger could be channelled to benefit society. They cite a teacher from the early part of 
this century who pled for "more anger in schools": "There is a point where patience ceases to 
be a moral of pedagogical virtue, but is mere flabbiness" (p. 79). The ongoing popularity of 
this view has been evidenced in the newspapers — for example, in the aftermath of the Los 
Angeles riots sparked by the beating of Rodney King, the NAACP was termed the appropriate 
"mechanism for constructively channeling anger"1 and former President Bush was extolled for 
having "properly channeled" his emotions in calling for a retrial2. 
{The Boston Globe, April 18, 1993, p. 85. 
2The Boston Globe, April 21, 1993, p. 19. 
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Debunking Myths of Aggression in Relation to Anger 
The point is that neither the halfback nor the teenager need be angry in order to be 
aggressive. Certainly, anger can be "a significant antecedent of aggression and has a mutually 
influenced relationship with aggression," but it is "neither necessary nor sufficient for 
aggression" (Novaco, 1985, p. 211). Averill (1982) points out that aggression is not only 
distinct from anger, but generally does not have anger or even frustration as its source, despite 
commonly held beliefs to the contrary. Aggression often occurs in the complete absence of 
anger: on tennis courts, in boardrooms, in bedrooms, during bombing raids. Inversely, though 
frustrations can activate aggression, such that today's motorist might wish for a bulletproof vest 
during rush hour, they can also activate tears of disappointment or the urge to devour a whole 
package of cookies. Research suggests that there is no such thing as a 'rage circuit' 
independent of environment and learning. Both Averill (1982) and Tavris (1989) cite 
laboratory experiments which have shown that insult must be added to frustration to provoke 
angry aggression, and socialization is the key to bringing it on. Even when the amygdala — a 
small part of the brain associated with rage — is stimulated, it has been shown that "previously 
nonviolent patients do not get violent": "different amygdalas respond differently to the outside 
world, in different people in different societies" (Tavris, 1989, pp. 78-9). 
Knowledge and cognitive interpretation have been shown to be more important to how 
we react than innate biological tendencies, which, unverbalized, tend to flow together in a 
muddle. The "transfer of excitation" phenomenon is proof in point. Pornography viewed 
before an irritating event heightens angry aggression; conversely, stimulation of 
angry/aggressive feelings before sex heightens the sex -- which throws a whole new light on 
lovers' quarrels (Tavris, 1989, p. 162). Cognition is the key to the emotion: Averill cites 
experiments on the transfer phenomenon showing that if a person understands the true source 
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of angry arousal, the anger can disappear (1982, p. 133). It has also been shown that 
"catharsis" or venting aggressive feelings in some manner is less effective than understanding 
the situation by reevaluating "the intentions and motives of the provocateur" (Averill, 1978, 
p. 50). Bandura cites studies showing that "explaining why a provocateur behaved 
obnoxiously reduced children's aggression toward him, whereas free expression of physical 
aggression did not..." (1973, p. 57). 
In fact, learning seems so crucial to aggressive reactions that Tavris calls aggression 
more a "strategy" than an instinct in humans (1989, p. 166). Bandura agrees that "a great deal 
of aggression is prompted by its anticipated benefits" rather than in terms of a drive (1973, 
p. 57). He cites experiments wherein "following arbitrarily insulting treatment, aggressively 
trained children behaved more aggressively, whereas cooperatively trained children behaved 
more cooperatively" (p. 58). According to Bandura, the "considerable evidence showing that 
hurtful aggression can be enhanced, sustained, and eliminated simply by altering its 
consequences calls into question theories that postulate anger arousal as an essential and 
primary determinant of aggression" (p. 136). Averill suggests that "if aggression is prevalent 
in modem societies, it is not because of some biological imperative. It is, rather, due to 
conditions within society that encourage and maintain aggressive responses" (1982, p. 41). For 
instance, even situational cues like the presence of guns have been shown to increase 
aggressive responses (p. 137) — a fact which makes the NRA look even more nefarious. 
Summing up Aggression 
Aggression should be seen as distinctly separate from anger: it can be one of many 
possible responses to anger, but is more often caused by other motives entirely. It would seem 
that the potential for aggression exists to varying degrees in all of us, but that its development 
depends on cultural conditioning and personal, learned behavior patterns. Aggressive 
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responses can range from adaptive behaviors such as positive self assertion or self defense to 
negative domination, intimidation, and destruction. Aggression is purposeful -- it is out for 
results, and often gets them. For example, within a few short centuries, European whites took 
over the entire "New World" from indigenous peoples who had lived on the continent for 
thousands of years. And as the Nazis demonstrated, aggression can be perpetrated in a 
chillingly emotionless manner, linked more with curiosity, duty, control, hatred, fear, or 
sadistic pleasure than with anger. Studies have shown that aggression in itself is learned, 
cathartic, and self-reinforcing; its rewards, if socially permitted, encourage further aggressive 
behavior (Hockett, 1988; Bandura, 1973). Furthermore, confounding anger with aggression 
and violence, then calling it genetically inevitable, can become a kind of ethical escape valve. 
Anger 
The Structure of Anger as an Emotional Syndrome 
In the First Place. What Is an Emotion? 
Within a broad spectrum of divergent theories, current theorists generally aim toward 
the idea that emotion is an affective/cognitive/physiological structure that has valence 
(psychological value) and is integral to our subjective experience. Most would agree more or 
less that this structure serves an adaptive, information-processing function (Averill, 1982; 
Greenberg and Safran, 1990; Hochschild, 1983; Izard, Kagan, and Zajonc, 1988; Lazarus, 
1991) — a function that connects us with the environment "by organizing us for action in the 
world" (Greenberg and Safran, 1990, p. 62). In this respect, emotions "establish, maintain, or 
disrupt the relationship between the organism and the environment on matters of significance" 
(Campos, Campos and Barrett, 1988, in Lazarus, 1991, p.317). 
Averill describes an emotional occurrence (as opposed to an ongoing mood, for 
instance) as a syndrome -- a "set of responses that covary in a systematic fashion" (1982, p. 7). 
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Most theorists would agree more or less with Reber (1988, p. 235) that an emotion syndrome 
involves the following four elements, to which I have added a hypothetical situation: 
1) "instigating stimuli": I come upon a rattlesnake. 
2) "physiological correlates": My heart beats faster, I break into a sweat. 
3) "cognitive appraisal" (which can be conscious, subconscious, or even pre- 
conscious): I perceive that I am in danger. 
4) "motivational properties": I have the urge to take defensive measures. 
This hypothetical emotional event definitely has valence, and is certainly integral to my 
subjective experience. If I stood and checked a guidebook for logical alternatives, my 
subjective self as I know and love it might cease to exist. 
Obviously, then, an emotion cannot be seen as a simple reaction, but rather as an 
"envelope of events" (Kagan, nd, p. 12). Averill (1982) adds two more items to our list: 
5) expression/behavior: My face shows fear; I jump back. 
6) interpretation as passion: My behavior would be considered impelled by emotional 
arousal, namely fear, rather than by logical calculation. (1982, p. 6) 
Averill also notes that no single element is necessary or sufficient to the emotion syndrome. 
For example, I might not express or show my fear, or I might not actually feel the fear until 
afterward. In both cases, emotion would still be present. Another interesting point is that 
"whenever one element of a behavioral syndrome is elicited, other elements of the syndrome 
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will tend to be 'recruited,' and the entire episode will be interpreted in a manner appropriate to 
the context" (Averill, 1982, p. 52). Perhaps if I smile at the snake, I will feel happy about its 
presence rather than afraid! 
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From Snakes to Rush Hour Traffic 
To understand anger, we must leave the snake in the hills and head back to society. 
Many theorists agree that anger involves "ego identity" or a sense of who I am and how I 
want to be treated, or a "demeaning offense against me and mine" (Lazarus, 1991, p. 220). 
The snake may have been threatening me, but it was not insulting me. Averill points out that 
a very real physical threat can seem unavoidable and not provoke anger, yet "almost any 
potential harm may provoke anger if it is appraised as unjustified and/or avoidable" (1978, 
p. 51). To illustrate, if the snake bites me, 1 would not find that unreasonable, given its 
nature. However, if the driver behind me honks the very second the traffic light changes to 
green, 1 would consider that action both avoidable and unjustified and could very well become 
angry. In fact, I get angry just thinking about it. 
Therefore, substituting a driver for the snake, we can apply our analysis of how an 
anger syndrome works: 
1) stimulus: The light turns green; the driver behind me honks. 
2) physiology: My pulse rate increases and hairs stand up on the back of my neck. 
3) appraisal: I perceive said driver to be deliberately and unjustifiably a jerk. 
4) motivation: I feel an urge to retaliate. 
5) expression/behavior: I glower and display one of several possible fingers. 
6) interpretation: We both know, as do the passersby, that I acted out of anger. 
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I have defended my ego identity, but in this age of gun racks my response would not serve me 
well on any Darwinian survival scale. 
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The Dynamics of Anger 
Conflict and Morality 
Anger may not seem very sociable, but it is a distinctly social emotion. In a study 
done by Masters and Carlson, the majority of subjects identified the cause of their anger as 
being external, temporary, and controllable by someone else - as opposed to guilt, which was 
considered internal, personal, temporary, and controllable by the self (1988, p. 450). Tavris 
points out that "most angry episodes are social events: they assume meaning only in terms of 
the social contract between participants" (1989, p. 19), and Averill further delimits anger to the 
category of "conflictive emotion... involving violation of socially acceptable standards of 
conduct" (1982, p. 101). 
Critics generally agree (Ortony, Collins, Tavris, Hochschild, Lazarus, et al.) that anger 
is not only a purposeful emotion but "basically a moral concept" (Averill, 1982, p. 27). Tavris 
notes that as a social event, "a major function of anger is to maintain the social order, through 
its moralizing implications of how people 'should' behave..." (1989, p. 65). She quotes De 
Rivera that the "assertion of an ought" is "the one common and essential feature of anger in all 
its incarnations.... Someone is not behaving as you think they ought or should. Our anger 
assumes we can influence the other person to change her or his behavior (p. 49). Since people 
tend to fear anger, or at least fear the conflict it entails or the further consequences it might 
lead to, "the mere expectation that one's own actions may elicit anger can be a powerful source 
of inhibition" (Averill, 1982, p. 221). 
The Self Roused to Action 
The flip side of judging the other person wrong is asserting the threatened ego. 
Theorists agree that anger has to do with fortifying selfhood and regaining a sense of control 
(Averill, Novaco, Lazarus, Tavris, et. al.). This stance can be related to frustration, but mainly 
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insofar as someone is "thwarting" our basic emotional goal to "maintain integrity of the self' 
(Campos and Barrett, 1988, p. 249) - whether at a traffic light or at the dinner table. As 
Stevick puts it, anger is "not a physiological tendency, but an effort to set things right in order 
to pursue one's project" (1983, p. 24). Asserting the self in this righteous or 'righting' manner 
can range from defensive to aggressive behavior: it can develop on the preconscious level as a 
"protective mode" — a "way out of being anxious" (Stevick, 1983, p. 30). Or it can stem from 
a more conscious motivation "to assert your authority or independence, or to improve your self 
image" (Averill, 1978, p. 55). 
Conditions must be right to bring on anger. Most situations of anger have a great deal 
more valence, or psychological importance, than the challenge at the stoplight. As De Rivera 
notes, anger implies that the other person is "worth" getting angry at (1989, p. 8), and Averill 
cites studies showing that anger is usually directed at people "we care enough about to want to 
change" (1978, p. 44). Furthermore, as Averill and Tavris point out, there must be relative 
equality in power between the parties for anger to occur, as a person much lower in power 
might elicit pity or scorn, while a much more powerful person might elicit fear or resentment. 
In any case, whether the incident is a brief episode with a stranger or a prolonged 
family confrontation, anger proclaims a state of separateness, shores up the fortifications of 
selfhood, and declares war on the 'other.' For a person schooled in competitiveness and 
confrontation this can be stimulating and even enjoyable. But for many people the rift, the 
isolation, and the anxiety in face of attack can be grievously stressful. And summoning up the 
energy to cope with one's feelings of anger can be exhausting, whether they are expressed and 
acted upon or not. 
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Creating an Enemy 
Perhaps because anger is such a purely social emotion, and has to do with communal 
standards of what is just and what is not just, validation becomes very important. Generally 
one of a person's first impulses on becoming angry is to verify from others that the anger is 
justified. Sometimes this is easy, but other times it takes a bit of rewriting the facts - a kind 
of "purposive transformation undertaken in order to further one's cause" (Stevick, 1983, p. 44). 
Not only must the self be built up, but the other must be diminished and acknowledged to be 
the enemy who has acted wrongfully. In an "attempt to avoid being degraded," the angry 
person must be able to add blame to the "context of threat and frustration" (p. 47), creating a 
dualistic story of right and wrong. Feelings are then focused on the wrongful other, rather 
than on the self (as in guilt or depression). Thus, in an effort to cast blame, the angry person 
must "narrow the perception of another person or group, and "create an angry profile" (p. 44), 
trying to keep out any conflicting data that might weaken the case for blame. 
It is easy to create a negative profile for an unknown driver, and we can summon up a 
host of stereotypes to make the task even simpler: "woman driver," "old geezer," "young 
hoodlum," etc.). But a friend or lover is a complex, three-dimensional person; it is much 
harder to transform their reality into a simplistic negative profile. Stevick feels that one reason 
anger is so stressful and exhausting is that it takes a great deal of effort to maintain the angry 
profile that keeps our anger fueled. Prolonging the anger means that we have to keep telling 
ourselves (and possibly others) this story of wrongdoing, and try to build on it somehow. If 
the anger remains unresolved, the angry profile tends to solidify, so to speak, and anger 
changes into permanent resentment, hostility, or hatred (1983, p. 44). 
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Anger and Cognition 
Sources of Anger 
Though the focus of my anger is on another person, that person's actual provocation is 
far less important than my "mental script": "It's not a person's behavior, but your 
interpretation of that behavior as aggressive, mean, rude, insulting that leads to anger" (Tavris, 
1989, p. 174). Novaco translates this into more official psychological terms for us: "There is 
no direct relationship between external events and anger; cognitive operations are centrally 
involved in the instigation of anger, as well as in its maintenance and dissipation" (1985, 
pp. 209-10). I am the author, so to speak, and I write my anger into being.3 
Most of us have probably had the experience of getting angry over something, and 
then being irritated even further by someone remarking, "Well, what did you expect?!" A 
common assumption is that if you expect an event, it shouldn't make you angry. In fact, 
Novaco (1985) proposes that the key to anger lies in foiled expectations: if I expect to have a 
grace period to respond to a green light, I get angry when that turns out not to be the case. 
The greater the discrepancy between expectations and the actual event, the greater the anger. 
However, this proposal is rather restrictive. For one thing, discrepancy could also end in 
humor: if I saw the driver's dog leaning on the steering wheel, I would undoubtedly laugh. 
For another thing, expectations that are fulfilled can also produce anger. Novaco also 
points out that someone who expects "aversive events" might interpret things in a way that 
produces anger. Nowadays we might say that this person "has an attitude." Having an 
3Schafer's theory is that emotions should never be expressed as nouns but only as verbs, since 
emotion is "something we do or the way we do it (1976, p. 271). When anger is used as a verb in 
English it puts the source of action outside the self, as though the blame must lie elsewhere: That 
driver makes me angry, or angers me. I would like to add a point of interest, namely that in French and 
German anger is commonly expressed as a reflexive verb — "je me suis fachee" and "ich argere mich" - 
- perhaps expressing more clearly than in English the idea that anger is something I bring on myself. 
26 
attitude can easily turn into a self-fulfilling prophecy, because it tends to make a person act 
defensive and touchy, which causes people to react counter-aggressively, thereby further 
irritating the attitudinal one. Also, a person can become angry because of expectations (due to 
past experience) that anger will get the desired outcome, or "at least have low expectations that 
anything else will work" (Novaco, 1985, p. 212). 
However expectations get played out in bringing on anger, appraisal is what counts. 
Perception of a situation, whether fully conscious or not, is generally agreed to be the key to 
all emotional experience, including anger. As Lazarus notes, one person can appraise a 
situation as an affront and get angry, while another views it as the "inevitable result of the 
provoker's tragedy" and not get angry at all (1991, p. 192). Along this line, how long anger 
lasts also depends on appraisal - maintaining "infuriating thoughts," as opposed to having 
some quantity of "undischarged rage" sitting like a stone in the pit of the stomach. The anger 
can be "dissipated by new perspective or it can be regenerated at will by ruminating on the 
anger-provoking incident" (Bandura, 1973, p. 136). Back at the intersection, I could drive on 
fuming for another hour, recalling the incident anew at every new light. But if I see a police 
escort and notice that they turn off into the hospital, my anger dissolves immediately into a 
"benign reinterpretation of the provoking experience" (p. 212). 
Hochschild's study on airline flight attendants, who must deal with a range of 
unjustified, antagonistic provocations from nasty passengers, reveals the extent to which 
appraisal determines the occurrence of anger. Flight attendants are taught to re-appraise 
provoking incidents so that they are much less likely to feel angry, by thinking of obnoxious 
passengers as children who might be afraid or need attention (1983, p. 111). As Kagan points 
out, "the fact that an affect state -- even an intensely felt one — can be dissipated by 
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information is perhaps the best support for the statement that affects are dependent upon 
cognitive beliefs and processes" (p. 37). 
Anger seems to arise spontaneously, and often comes on so strongly that many people 
can't quite accept the idea of its being a cerebral phenomenon. Stevick reminds us that anger 
is often "prereflective"4 and can be very physical (1983, p. 35). And it often has physical 
causes feeding into it Tavris points out that "anger depends on some things you are aware 
of... and others that you are not aware of (such as your heart rate and epinephrine level). This 
is why events that you may find amusing on Tuesday seem infuriating on Friday..." (1989, 
p. 162). Having an "off' day, hormonal ebbs and surges, fever, chemical imbalances, caffeine, 
or sugar overload are all factors that can make anger a more likely reaction to an aggravation 
that might otherwise slide by. Even facial muscle expression can help activate it (Tavris, 
1989, p. 80). Also, "moods of fright, powerlessness, doubt, vulnerability, resentment, and 
fatigue" can set the stage for an angry appraisal (Stevick, 1983, p. 16). To this list Novaco 
adds stressors like noise, heat, crowding, and little difficulties that produce the physiological 
arousal making anger a likely "affective stress reaction" (1985, p. 213). But again, most 
importantly, Tavris emphasizes that "noise or crowding don't bring on anger — it's what they 
mean that does" (1989, p. 168). 
Averill points out that it would be impossible to sum up all the possible sources for 
anger, but recalls us to the fundamental nature of anger as a conflictive emotion that hinges on 
a cognitive stance of blame. An "angry episode can have several causes, but can have only 
one focal point" (1982, p. 274). It may be that I am already irritated by heat and noise, upset 
over a stressful situation at work, overdosed on coffee, and fuming over the latest 
machinations in Congress reported on my car radio, but when the driver behind me honks, it is 
4"Prereflective" responses are briefly described on p. 29. 
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that person who is the instigator and target of my anger syndrome. Unlike depression, anxiety, 
irritation, and other vague emotions that may have undifferentiated causes, it is very unlikely 
that I would feel angry but not know why or at whom.5 
What's in a Name? 
There is much debate over the extent to which an emotion such as anger is linked to 
language and culture. The "discrete" theorists, such as Izard and Lazarus, propose that there 
are eight or nine "core" emotions (love, fear, anger, etc.) experienced by all people around the 
globe and even by some animal species. "Dimensional" theorists, like Tavris, believe that "the 
world not the genes" dictates the nature of emotions. The same release of hormones -- 
epinephrine, norepinephrine -- may produce the same rushes of feeling around the globe, but 
they do not produce a specific emotion: 
Without psychological perceptions, epinephrine has no content. It's that sinking 
feeling in your gut or the nervous palpitations of your heart or the fine sweat across 
your brow. Are you angry or apprehensive? Are you sick or in love? Your body 
alone won't tell you. (1989, p. 91) 
Like Tavris, Averill proposes that "what is most characteristic about emotions is not their 
biographical nature, but their relational nature.... And society more than biography determines 
these relationships" (1991, p. 21). He presents the "social constructivist" view, that emotion is 
language specific and derives its nature from a set of complex social rules: 
When a Kaingang Indian says he is to nu, or an American that he is angry, the person 
is entering into a social relationship. Moreover, the social relationship (e.g. the mutual 
expectancies and intersubjective meanings) determine not only the behavioral 
manifestations of the emotion, but the subjective experience as well. (1982, p. 64) 
Averill differentiates between the "raw sensations" of prereflective experience, which 
he terms "first-order monitoring" of our behavior, and the actual emotional experience - 
"second-order monitoring" in which "awareness is reflected back upon itself, interpreting 
Suppressed and repressed anger will be mentioned briefly in Chapter II. 
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(imposing meaning on) the original experience" (1991, p. 21). The actual emotional 
experience, which gives meaning to the "raw sensations" is as closely bound to our inherited 
propensity for symbolization and rules (as in language) as the first-order awareness is bound to 
inherited physiological reactions. All of our experience is thus "filtered, organized, and given 
meaning by the rules and categories of reflective thought" (p. 21). 
What this means in terms of anger is that it is one of many "institutionalized systems 
of behavior" (1978, p. 6) that depends on a learned code of ethics: 
Since something must be appraised as unjustified and/or avoidable for anger to occur... 
it should go without saying that what is considered justifiable (or unavoidable) is 
dependent in large measure on social norms and customs, and hence may vary from 
one group to another, from one context to another, and from one time to another. 
(1978, p. 51) 
The social group determines what constitutes a valid anger syndrome. Tavris relates that 
Utku Eskimo people tolerate rage under age 3 or 4 because little ones lack reason; after that, 
anger is not tolerated "unless you're an idiot, insane, ill, or white" (1989, p. 15). Stevick 
agrees with Averill and Tavris that anger arises "because its expression became a possibility. 
If it is tolerated and effective, it can occur" (1983, p. 30). More relevant to the topic of this 
dissertation, Steams and Steams hypothesize that Victorian women, striving to fulfill the 
requirements for femininity, trained themselves so thoroughly out of anger that they lost the 
emotion along with the vocabulary for it (Freud is undoubtedly turning over in his grave.): 
Without the cognitive equipment to label their feelings as we might, their responses 
must have differed from ours. It would be misleading, then, to say that they were 
angry and did not admit it, since, in some sense, they did not feel angry in the way we 
do when we label ourselves angry. (1986, p. 62) 
The Rules of the Game 
In other words, the social constructivist view "assumes that emotional schemas are the 
internal representation of social norms or rules" (Averill, 1982, p. 25). Averill likens an 
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emotional syndrome to a social role with a "script dictated by society" (1978, p. 6). I am not 
entirely the author of my own anger: If I ignore the institutionalized script, my anger could 
very well be interpreted right out of my hands and discredited as bitchy, hysterical, fake, 
neurotic, manipulative, or even insane. Averill compares the rules for any emotion to a game 
of chess (1982, p. 31), and proposes two major categories that must be followed for the 
emotion to be valid: 
1) Constitutive rules make a game chess rather than backgammon. To illustrate, it 
would be totally inappropriate in this society to react with love toward the rude driver - unless 
we have a return to the Sixties. 
2) Regulative rules make the move for a pawn different from that for a knight. Once I 
feel anger toward the driver, I scowl and make a commonly recognized antagonistic gesture; I 
do not laugh and bounce up and down on the seat. 
How can an emotion like anger, that feels so spontaneous and even instinctive be 
bound by rules? The key factor is the "internalization of the norms and values of society": 
"When a person's emotional state and reactions match community standards (as reflected in the 
rules of anger), then they may be considered objectively real, even if biographically 
subjective" (Averill, 1991, p. 21). Averill points out that "only a well socialized Ilongot... 
who has internalized the rules of liget ["vital energy" as opposed to "anger"] could know what 
it feels like to be liget' (p. 19). In other words, the rules for anger "do not simply regulate 
how we feel and behave when angry, they help constitute anger as an emotional syndrome" 
(p. 19). Perhaps anger did not exist as a possible emotion for the Victorian women, any more 
than anger for the Utku or liget for a non-Ilongot. Hochschild's study of airline attendants 
further illustrates this principle. Since the normative rules in air travel are that the customer is 
never at fault, the attendant cannot cast blame and is therefore less likely to get angry. 
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Conversely, when airline passengers buy their tickets, they buy the right to get angry (1983, 
p. 110). The reverse situation ~ angry attendants and apologetic passengers - would break all 
normative expectations, producing a parody on air travel. 
Averill goes so far as to say that, since "true anger must have a valid external frame of 
reference," (1991, p. 5), "a person can feel angry without being angry" ~ that is to say, 
feelings of anger can be illusory. He defines illusory anger as "the conscious awareness of 
being angry even though the experience has no correspondence in objective reality" (p. 4). If I 
claim to see a gremlin, others would need to see it also, or at least have faith in my claim in 
order for the gremlin's existence to be accepted as reality: "It is community standards as much 
as the physical environment that determines whether or not an experience is considered real or 
illusory" (p. 7). To experience anger is to tell a convincing story to oneself and others; on the 
other hand, "to feel angry is to tell the story to oneself — and to become so engrossed that it is 
experienced as real or true, even if the experience is illusory" (p. 22). 
Playing the Anger Game Well 
Whether in the air or on the ground, emotion rules are a vital necessity. As Tavris 
notes, "without rules for controlling anger, it can slip into emotional anarchy" (1989, p. 68). 
Averill (1982) obligingly gives us yet another category for the chess game: 
3) Heuristic rules are strategies for playing the game well. They are open to 
improvisation and can be learned and relearned like any other skills. 
a) Rules of appraisal govern how well one evaluates the situation in order to 
feel angry. If the driver's dog is on the steering wheel, I don't get angry. 
b) Rules of behavior and prognosis determine the expression/action. I scowl 
and gesture but do not throw a handgrenade, nor do I continue to fume for the entire week. 
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c) Rules of attribution concern getting the emotion validated by others. My 
passenger, a colleague, considers my reaction reasonable; my father, a minister, does not. This 
rule covers what Averill terms "nonnormative" causes of anger that are not socially acceptable 
justifications for wrath: general frustration, physiological arousal, aggressive stimuli, 
manipulative motivation. These sources of anger reflect on the angry person rather than on the 
provoker. Ultimately, to be valid, anger must be reasonable — even rational. 
Evidently my anger at the traffic light is more a social event than a biological one. It 
is based on a shared reality and follows a societally determined script, loaded with rules, that 
dictates the nature of my experience and gives it the requisite stamp of approval. 
Selfhood and Accountability 
The Social Function of Anger as Passion 
We have seen that anger is not so much an instinct as an emotion with a purpose: to 
fortify the self and focus blame on the other in order to maintain integrity or effect change. 
Tavris and Averill maintain that this purpose extends to the societal level, where anger can be 
seen as "an institutionalized means of social control" that takes advantage of a myth of 
instinctual or innate rage and aggression (Averill, 1978, p. 43). On a societal level, Averill 
sees anger as a warning signal that change is needed in order to avoid violence and maintain 
social relations. If an aggressive violent act does occur, it is then necessary to be able to 
justify it retrospectively as the result of impassioned anger — ultimately in the eyes of the law. 
Therefore the definition of anger as a "passion" becomes all-important: 
Anger is a socially constituted response which helps to regulate interpersonal relations 
through the threat of retaliation for perceived wrongs, and which is interpreted as a 
passion rather than as an action so as not to violate the general cultural proscription 
against deliberately harming another. (p. 71) 
In order to be constitutive of anger in the eyes of citizens, whether they are sitting on 
their porch or on a jury panel, regulative norms must be satisfied. There must be "adequate 
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provocation, response proportionate to the provocation, legitimate modes of expression," 
otherwise the anger "may be disallowed entirely" (p. 73). In the legal system, anger must 
meet standards of the "reasonable man" clause: A crime must be committed in the heat of 
passion, have adequate provocation and a clear causal connection. In fact, according to law, 
anger is seen as "a short madness, and when provoked by a reasonable cause excuses from the 
punishment of murder" (p. 39). This differs from "temporary insanity," but both excuse the 
act to a certain extent. Averill points out that a jury decides best where the truth lies, because 
proof is beyond science - it calls for social consensus based on shared perceptions of right 
and wrong and of the nature of anger. 
Paradoxes of Selfhood 
Averill calls our attention to a great paradox in all this complexity: An emotion is 
supposed to genuinely reflect the self, yet it is something that supposedly "happens to" the self 
and is therefore alien to the self (1978, p. 9). Of course, this is why anger would excuse an 
act of violence: the self was not responsible. Stevick agrees, maintaining that people "live 
being angry as if their involvement is totally passive" or as if they were "overcome by a 
primitive instinct" (1983, p. 44). This "myth of passivity" seems to be the ultimate extension 
of selfhood disappearing somewhere within its own layers of experience. Perhaps, as Kagan 
suggests, emotion as passion is a kind of moral failing on society's part: "During the last 100 
years," he asserts, "we have seen an increasing friendliness toward the view that entitities 
beyond a person's control — be they genes, neurotransmitters, madness, or poverty — can be 
the 'causes' of behaviors that harm self or other" (p. 26). 
By now it should be obvious that experiencing an emotion like anger is no simple 
matter. An emotion is supposed to be about as spontaneous and genuine as you can get as a 
human individual, but it turns out to be an involuted and intricately regulated social construct. 
34 
As Averill points out, to do an emotion correctly, we must "emote" as well as any actor on the 
stage. We must "understand the meaning of the role, or how it fits into the drama as a 
whole," and we must "monitor [our] behavior to assure that it conforms to the meaning of the 
role" (1978, p. 7). In fact, anger as a passion can become a matter of so-called deep acting: 
"Given appropriate social encouragement and rationale, people may come to experience their 
own behavior as beyond control, and to act in a manner befitting the cultural stereotype of a 
temporarily insane person" (p. 39). 
Within all the roles and rules and scripts for feeling and behaving, we "still search for 
a solid, predictable core of self though conditions for its existence are gone" (Hochschild, 
1983, p. 21). We may try to discover the inner self by 'getting in touch with our feelings' yet 
find ourselves moving through a confusing inner landscape asking ourselves in vain what we 
should be feeling. At the same time, other people -- perhaps equally in vain -- are reading our 
emotional signals as "clues to who we are" (p. 32). Inner self and outer social self become 
confounded in a kind of emotional plasticity: 
If we conceive of feeling as something we do by attending to inner situations in a 
given way, by managing in given ways, then it becomes plainer just how plastic and 
susceptible to reshaping techniques a feeling can be. The very act of managing 
emotion can be seen as part of what the emotion becomes. (p. 27) 
If a person can deep act an emotion — by pretending and internalizing, manage feelings so 
well that both self and audience are fooled -- then where is the real person beneath the cloak 
and greasepaint of the "artificially and commercially produced feelings necessary for acting in 
the adult world" (p. 34)? 
To make matters still more confusing, in any given situation we tend to experience a 
variety of emotions. As Hochschild points out, "from moment to moment we are focusing on 
different features of the situation" (p. 223). In my encounter with the rude driver I could feel 
disgust, anger, a thrill of challenge, and fear - all at once or in rapid succession. In 
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recounting my experience, I might tell my son the story from the angle of challenge, and my 
colleague at work from the angle of disgust. Yet both accounts would be true to my 
experience. Autobiographical rewriting is a common occurrence in the adult world, but much 
of it goes unnoticed. "For the most part," Hochschild notes, "we see and expect in ways we 
do not actively direct and in ways we are often totally unconscious of' (p. 224). 
Summing up Anger 
So what happens when an anger syndrome is activated? Greenberg and Saffran sum it 
all up nicely by saying that such a syndrome is: 
a tacit synthesis of subsidiary information that is not in awareness... a process of both 
discovery and creation in which certain constitutive elements, such as expressive motor 
responses, schematic memories, and tacit rules, are synthesized along with perception 
of the situation into a particular current emotional experience and self-organization. 
(1990, p. 67) 
In other words, when that infamous driver honks, suddenly everything my mind and body 
have ever learned about this kind of situation comes together in a flash of anger that rouses me 
from my preoccupied stupor at the traffic light and creates an urge to act out in a manner 
readily interpreted as anger. 
My anger is a conflictive and fundamentally moral stance -- a story I write for myself 
and possibly others, in which I assume the societally-approved role of 'good guy' wrongfully 
attacked by a 'bad guy.' Though it is tempting to view my defensive reaction as a sign that 
Darwin's survival theories need to be studied in order to get a driver's license, we now know 
that emotions are more complex than hypothetical drives or instincts. While my anger may 
involve some biological aggressive capacity, it may or may not include aggressive expression. 
It is based cm interpretation or cognitive appraisal more than instinct, and is therefore 
something that I can talk myself into or out of like an actor following a script. Furthermore, 
cultural norms and regulations have made my anger a possible reaction, and dictate how it 
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should be experienced and played out in order to be valid. If these rules are "violated too 
egregiously, we may refuse even to recognize the response as real anger, no matter how 
intense or sincere the feeling of anger might be" (Averill, 1991, p. 19). 
Emotions and the Core of Selfhood: Values 
Philosophers argue that there can be no emotion without belief.... 
(Solomon, 1989, p. 137) 
At the outset of one course I taught on diversity, a young man wrote in his required 
journal that he wanted to be challenged and to learn a great deal, but he did not want to 
change his values. What's more, he proved himself quite ready to defend those values with 
anger! We have ascertained that all emotions have valence; they also have a great deal to do 
with values - a person's fundamental attitudes about what is good or bad, right or wrong. As 
Brandstatter notes, emotions serve an "integrative function by connecting and orienting the 
subsystems of the personality according to a person's central values" (1985, p. 251). In other 
words, emotions connect thought, feelings, and motivation in a grand effort to guide us 
according to our beliefs and principles. Sarbin goes so far as to call emotions "rhetorical 
actions intended to maintain or enhance a moral identity" (1989, p. 137). 
It is our values that we care most deeply about and therefore make the most 
emotionally charged judgments about (De Rivera, 1989; Allport, 1955; Goleman, 1985; et al.). 
And, as Calhoun (1989) points out, the stronger the connection between a given belief or value 
and our "personal biography" or core selfhood, the stronger the emotion. Tavris attests that 
"our ideas, commitments, and values generate our grandest and most enduring passions: the 
social activist's sense of justice, the revolutionary's determination, ...the lover's lifelong 
devotion" (1989, p. 38). Just how do our emotions work in relation to our value system? 
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Emotions... Key to Self Knowledge, or Smoke Screen? 
For one thing, Greenberg and Saffran propose that through emotions, "core beliefs can 
be accessed and understood in terms of both how they act to structure experience and how 
they came about" (1990, p. 70). Ideally, then, emotions might provide a key to discovering 
and working with our innermost values - a matter of interest to educators and therapists alike. 
Few have spoken quite so eloquently on this subject as Carl Rogers, who advocated 
approaching the inner self through a "flow of unpremeditated feelings," and proposed seeking 
"self-actualization" by trusting "the rationality of [one's] organism," - something that sounds 
very much like an emotion structure, namely a "vastly complex self-regulatory system... of 
psychological as well as physiological thermostatic controls..." (1961, p. 195). 
If emotions are "the best route to core organizing beliefs" (Greenberg and Saffran, 
1990, p. 80), does this mean, as the adaptive school would suggest, that our emotions should 
be completely trusted? As usual, discretion is the better part of valor. Just because the core 
beliefs are "object-oriented" (directed toward an entity outside the self) does not mean they are 
necessarily objective. For one thing, it is well to recollect the difficulty or even impossibility 
of locating a "true" self within the involuted layers of emotion as a psychosocial construct: 
what we feel often hinges on what we think we ought to feel or wish we felt. And there are 
other considerations. Calhoun points out that emotions often seem to have more "biographical 
meaningfulness" than anything else -- their cognitive structure predisposes a person to act in 
ways that may have less to do with objective reality than with justifying the emotion: 
Love involves thinking highly of the beloved; embarrassment presupposes the 
belief that one has committed a public faux-pas; jealousy requires a belief in 
one's entitlement to attention from another, and so on.... Emotions presuppose, 
and thus emotion-statements express, evaluations made from a biographically 
subjective viewpoint. (Calhoun, 1989, pp. 204-5) 
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Even if our values are in sync with reality and seem more or less reasonable to others, 
we can misread our own emotional clues and not follow our own core beliefs. Richard 
Dienstbar recounts some interesting studies done on students who ignored their emotional 
signals in order to cheat on tests without moral qualms. He found that if they felt the 
emotional signs of guilt and knew it was because they were cheating, they would stop 
cheating. But students who attributed their perturbation to traffic noise rather than to guilty 
feelings went ahead and cheated (1988, pp. 500-1). 
Along with the possibility of misreading our emotional signs, various emotions seem 
to offer an impressive array of dodges and smokescreens, perhaps in the very attempt to 
maintain a viable balance between environment and all-too-fragile selfhood. Emotions may 
well be processes that "establish, maintain, or disrupt the relationship between the organism 
and the environment on matters of significance" (see above, p. 20), but whether they disrupt or 
maintain, guide or misguide, seems to vary considerably. Some emotions in particular seem to 
get in the way of constructive learning and development in the diversity classroom ~ because 
of their inextricable link to inner values. Our student who did not want his values tampered 
with was a prime example of Allport's average white male American who lives "in a state of 
conflict," "moral uneasiness" and "a feeling of individual and collective guilt" (1958, p. 313). 
Operating on behalf of a variety of individual value systems, unpleasant emotions such as 
depression, guilt, anxiety, fear, and so on generally come uninvited into the diversity 
classroom and often end up in anger - or should. Therefore, they bear looking into. 
How Depression and Guilt Key in to "Matters of Significance" 
One popular opinion is that depression is "anger turned inward." This phrase has a 
clever ring to it, but is it true? Speaking personally, I have felt depressed at times, and at 
times I have felt angry at myself; the two emotions have seemed distinctly different. The 
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latter had a specific cause and cutting edge of aggravation, and included a possible course of 
action; the former was vague in cause and feeling, and left me motivationally high and dry. 
In fact, some theorists see depression as a moral quagmire devoid of anything forceful 
like anger. If emotions have a purpose, as seems to be the case, then depression's purpose 
might be to maintain a self which is not true to the 'real' self. According to Dienstbar (1988), 
if a person is not acting in accord with her inner values, depression could allow her to remain 
committed to those values yet incapable of acting on them. A depressed person can justifiably 
hold beliefs and yet continue to indulge in behavior that negates those beliefs. This removes 
blame but saps bodily energy and will, as well as self esteem, leading to further depression. 
The theory is a useful one for diversity educators, who work to raise awareness of such inner 
conflicts and enable people to reappraise their situations. For example, a woman might go 
along with harassment at work despite her feminist values, and in her need to keep the job 
remain mired in depressioa Sexism education could help her understand her internalized 
conflict in terms of sexual oppression, enabling her to externalize blame and do something 
about it However, it is important to note that the theory oversimplifies depression by 
'blaming the victim' for her own inertia, and overlooking factors such as body chemistry, 
illness, poverty, or inescapable situations - any of which could lead to depression and feelings 
of hopelessness. 
Education can help a person reappraise a situation in order to get beyond depression, 
or cognitive therapy might help a person change troublesome core values and escape it that 
way (Tavris, 1989, p. 110). However, critical self-examination could land a person in another 
unpleasant emotional state of affairs -- guilt. Guilt may feel just as bad as depression, but at 
least it constitutes a step in the right direction, namely confronting the inner conflict that was 
causing the problem (if that was the case). De Rivera (1989) proposes that guilt maintains 
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selfhood by accepting responsibility (however reluctantly) for having done wrong, and 
providing an unpleasant impetus to do better — thus preserving and promoting the inner values. 
This emotion seems a bit closer to the proverbial 'anger turned inward': guilt turns blame 
inward, whereas anger turns blame outward Both emotions prompt us to act according to our 
values in order to change the situation. However, like depression, guilt is convoluted and 
potentially deceptive, stranding many a morose self-blamer on the therapist's couch to wallow 
in the feeling and perhaps change the core values rather than look critically at the negligent 
behavior. In the diversity classroom as well, students can get bogged down in guilt and reject 
the whole learning experience rather than deal with it. 
More Unpleasantness: Anxiety, Fear, and Shame 
De Rivera feels that emotions should serve to "reveal the value of their objects rather 
than to defend the ego" so that development can occur (1989, p. 25). This beautiful ideal is 
the fond hope of many a diversity educator, but it does leave insecure individuals behind in 
the dust. Anxiety and fear present major blocks to development by constructing walls around 
the self and making it impossible to establish the kind of affectional bonds that promote 
healthy interchange, love, and growth (pp. 25-7) -- not to mention constructive learning. 
Fear can be differentiated from anxiety in that it has a perceived, identifiable source of 
danger and a definite action-impulse, the classic 'fight or flight'. Anxiety, on the other hand, is 
a more diffuse fear of things we do not readily identify. Allport notes that chronic anxiety is 
strongly related to a sense of inadequacy, and clouds a person's life with the vague sense that 
everyone is a threat (1958, p. 345). For men in our culture, anxiety would appear to be a 
built-in fact of existence: Allport posits that "the male child, in particular, strives against odds 
to achieve a masculine role, and may carry lasting anxiety with him concerning the degree of 
his success" (p. 346). Obviously, economic hard times would serve to increase this anxiety. 
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"The more vulnerable a person's ego identity the greater the disposition to anger, other 
things being equal" (Lazarus, 1991, p. 99). Miller hypothesizes that men in particular are 
conditioned to avoid feelings of vulnerability at all costs -- even "before they experience 
them," and tend to react with anger if their weakness is exposed (1983, pp. 30-31). She points 
out that "it is particularly common to find men acting most aggressively when they feel 
vulnerable, hurt, frightened, and alone" (1983, p. 6). Unfortunately, as Allport (1958) 
observes, society looks down on anxiety or a "sense of personal inadequacy and dread of life" 
in men, but it condones concrete fears of Communists, among others. Anxiety is thus very 
easily channeled into scapegoating -- societally approved aggression toward concrete groups 
such as Jews, Feminists, African Americans, foreigners, Gays and Lesbians. 
Women are not exempt from anxiety and low self esteem, and in fact, theirs tends to 
be more out in the open, since weakness is acceptable if not preferable in their sex. However, 
their problem seems to stem more from cultural misogyny and disempowerment than the need 
that men feel to prove themselves through financial success. Books have been written about 
the devastating effect of the media on women's and girls' self image, which induces many 
females to starve or surgically carve our bodies into forms we think would be more acceptable. 
Helen Block Lewis relates women's low self esteem to the emotion of shame, which 
she considers a central element of depression. Shame has to do with being wrong instead of 
doing wrong (for which one can feel guilty and try to change). She notes that Freud called 
shame "mortification suffered in silence" and considered it the basis for depression (1989, 
p. 47). In terms of diversity, second class citizens — women, African Americans, Gays and 
Lesbians, etc. — could experience shame as a feeling of not counting and vicariously 
experiencing the other's disapproval (p. 41). Shamed persons lack the power to define the 
terms of their anger in order for it to be acknowledged and validated. 
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To make matters worse, shame is an insidiously downward spiraling emotion: it brings 
on more shame for feeling ashamed. In this regard, Lewis finds that "shame evokes a 
particular kind of anger — humiliated fury, which is "simultaneously felt as inappropriate 
because it is only about the self, and unjust if it is meant for the beloved other" (1989, p. 41). 
This kind of anger leads easily to more shame, and often to further estrangement because it is 
considered "unjust" or "inappropriate," as opposed to "righteous indignation" which is an 
appropriate and just response to a transgression and more easily discharged. The shame/anger 
potential is important to remember when dealing with accommodative learning (to be discussed 
in Chapter III), which can bring on extreme self repudiation. 
Lazarus (1991) reminds us that a vulnerable ego influences both appraisal and coping, 
the keys to development through person/environment interaction. Whether coupled with shame 
or anxiety, a vulnerable ego makes the person more prone to "take offense and react with 
anger, defensively project blame, anticipate failure and be pessimistic, and shut down in 
avoidance" (p. 338). Of course, what ego is not vulnerable? This rather dismal prospect for 
the diversity educator leads us back to our featured emotion, anger. 
Can Anger Serve the Values Constructively? 
As might be expected, anger serves the value system both constructively and 
destructively. Anger is an emotion with an agenda, and that agenda may well outweigh any 
larger truths in the mind of the angry person. Averill quotes Seneca, reminding us that 
"reason wishes the decision that it gives to be just; anger wishes the decision which it has 
given seem the just decision" (1978, p. 17). Where fear, anxiety, guilt, or shame are involved, 
anger might be even more likely to block out reality and any potential growth. However, in 
the classroom, defensive anger could serve to signal an area of vulnerability that the skilled 
educator might turn into learning. And even more positively, anger could be said to 
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externalize a conflict that was buried inside an individual, pitting values against values in a 
dynamic interchange, pushing people willy nilly toward expanding their knowledge - and even 
possibly changing their values! 
Anger could be considered a mark of maturity in that it signals the development of 
"will," which for Piaget "consists in solving conflicts in accordance with a permanent scale of 
values" (1962, p. 144). Anger promotes these values by proclaiming their status as a factor 
that others need to recognize and take into account As Averill points out, anger demarcates 
"logical, psychological, and sociological differences" between belief and knowledge. By its 
very nature, it claims an edge on 'truth' - "I know" I am right -- and offers a kind of 
"promissory note" that guarantees this truth (Averill, 1982, p. 250). Because of this, anger 
plays an important role in defending selfhood against assaults on our "cherished values or 
meanings to which we are committed... and which have become aspects of our ego identity" 
(Lazarus, 1991, p. 220). Just as importantly, it becomes the defender of society's "cherished 
values." From Aristotle to Malcolm X, it has long been acknowledged that anger used 
constructively has a great deal to do with upholding values and furthering causes. Indeed, 
anger promotes general beliefs to the point of fulfilling that "promissory note" with aggressive 
acts of war and revolution. 
Summary 
Our emotions are inextricably connected to our innermost values, and serve to protect 
and maintain this core of selfhood. As such, they can guide us toward better self 
understanding -- yet they can also lead us off into the convolutions of their own logic. Some 
emotions, in particular, seem to serve more as smoke screens than anything else, allowing us 
to live out of sync with our values or preventing us from learning anything that might 
jeopardize them. Depression can cover over an inner conflict between values and reality so 
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that it need not -- indeed cannot — be dealt with. Guilt can push a person to change either 
those values or the behavior that denies them - or to shut down altogether in avoidance. The 
vagaries of anxiety along with more concrete fears often signal a vulnerable selfhood prone to 
defensiveness and hostility. Meanwhile even more vulnerable selves spiral downward in 
shame over who they are or are not. Any of these self-preserving yet self-defeating emotions 
can end in anger... anger that could act as a yet stronger defense against reality, or anger that 
could effect a positive breakthrough. All of these emotions tend to come into play in the 
diversity classroom; we will see them in action in the chapters to come. 
Conclusion 
We are responsible for our emotions; they are essential to and 
indicative of our morality.... (Sarbin, 1989, p. 136) 
As we have seen, opinions on anger range from one extreme to another. On the one 
hand, anger can be viewed as "the most damaging, incompletely processed emotion" 
(Greenberg and Safran, 1990, p. 77) -- an emotion which can lead to harmful aggression and 
can "impair psychological adjustment and personal welfare" (Novaco, 1985, p. 203). On the 
other hand, anger can help "improve a person's orientation to the environment" (p. 59) and, "as 
a response to an abusive act or serious injustice, it mobilizes our physical and psychological 
defenses and inclines us to take corrective action" (Novaco, 1985, p. 203). 
For many of us, anger is an unpleasant emotion to feel and to deal with in others. Yet 
Averill's studies have shown that by a margin of over two to one, both angry persons and the 
recipients of their anger felt that it was overall beneficial or constructive (1982, p. 221). 
Results of his and other studies suggest that anger "serves a positive social function by helping 
to regulate interpersonal relations" (Averill, 1978, p. 70). Since most angry episodes lead not 
to aggression but to talking about the anger either directly or with a third party, Averill 
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suggests that "anger could just as well be conceptualized as a form of problem-solving": "Like 
a medicine that leaves a bad taste in the mouth, anger may help restore balance to a 
relationship or achieve other ends unobtainable by more benign means" (p. 208). 
In the 1940's and 1950's Karen Homey called our attention to the great amount of 
effort that people put into denying the existence of conflict and creating "an artificial 
harmony" (1972, p. 16). She felt strongly that constructive anger as "movement against" 
others, balanced by relatively equal movement "toward" and "away from" others is essential 
for a healthy psyche. More recently, Jean Baker Miller has emphasized that conflict is crucial 
to both personal and interpersonal growth. In dealing with difference, she asserts, we come to 
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terms with ourselves; the resulting interactions hopefully result in "larger and richer" goals for 
everyone involved. She finds anger essential to this process: "At its simplest, it tells us that 
something is wrong... and needs changing.... If it can be recognized and expressed, it has done 
its work. If interaction and change follow, it dissipates and is done with" (1983, p. 5). 
Tavris points out that the "beliefs we have about anger, and the interpretations we give 
to the experience, are as important to its understanding as anything intrinsic to the emotion 
itself" (1989, p. 19). Unfortunately, since anger is so generally confused with aggression, 
there has come to be a "cultural distortion in the understanding of the experience of anger. If 
subjects consider anger equivalent to aggressive behavior, their perceptions of their own anger 
may be similarly distorted" (Hockett, 1988, p. 179). Miller agrees that "adults have been well 
schooled in suppressing conflict but not in conducting constructive conflict" (1986, p. 129). 
Part of the reason for this fear is that "we have come to know anger as an aggressive, 
isolating, and destructive experience" (Miller, 1983, p. 7). 
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Anger is an emotion with a moral purpose; it follows that in order to make anger work 
constructively we need to interpret it "as a sign of a grievance to be corrected instead of as an 
emotion to be sullenly protected" (Tavris, 1989, p. 127). 
Biological research has shown us that, while anger is a normal, physiological process, 
it is one that is generated, and can be reduced, by our interpretations of the world and 
the events that happen to us. It shows that the very act of defining an ambiguous 
emotional state as anger may create anger where none previously existed. It shows 
that while we may not be able to control the fight-or-flight response that protects and 
defends us, we can control what we do about it -- express it, deny it, defy it, transform 
it, use it. (Tavris, 1989, p. 100) 
Crucial to our defending and maintaining the core value system, anger can push us past 
internal and external stalemates, engage us in necessary conflict, and activate learning. 
Before we go on to see how the students in this research study express, deny, and use 
their anger, we need to look further into how anger gets played out in this culture we live in — 
and more specifically, in the learning process. The following chapter will explore several new 
dimensions to this complex emotion: how anger ties in with our "interpretations of the world" 
as challenged in the learning process, and how our experience of anger has been further 
complicated by a whole new set of rules based on gender. 
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CHAPTER III 
DEVELOPMENT AND GENDER SOCIALIZATION 
IN RELATION TO ANGER 
Introduction 
When we speak of human development, we are necessarily speaking of a progression 
toward ideals. Education is a specific means of moving people along in their process of 
development But what ideals should humans strive toward? And does the progression differ 
for men and women? Historically theorists have focused on ideal cognitive development, 
assuming that pure thought processes could be separated out from emotional vagaries. And 
traditionally, they have tended to slough those emotional vagaries off onto the female sphere 
of existence, which could then be discounted as inherently inferior. As the first century 
theologian, Philo, put it: 
The soul has, as it were, a dwelling, partly women's quarters, partly men's 
quarters. Now for the men there is a place where properly dwell the masculine 
thoughts: [these are] wise, sound, just, prudent, pious, filled with freedom and 
boldness, and kin to wisdom.... And the female sex is irrational and akin to 
bestial passions, fear, sorrow, pleasure and desire from which ensue incurable 
weakness and indescribable diseases. (Anderson and Zinsser, 1988, p. 27) 
Philo's view may sound laughably extreme, but in fact this tradition of linking 
emotions negatively with women, and reason positively with men has proven tenacious. Over 
time emotionality has come to be viewed as a trademark of femininity and as such, 
simultaneously scorned and sought after as a "natural" aspect of womanhood, just as rationality 
and non-emotionality have been lauded as natural standards for manhood. Until the 17th 
century, female emotionality was regarded primarily as a source of disorder; in the 18th and 
19th centuries, it retained its negative foundation but gained a positive aspect. Female 
emotionality came to be "sentimentalized" as a source of order: "Affection, nurture, and piety 
represented the emotions that provided social glue rather than social disruption" (Evans, 1989, 
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p. 42). Steams and Steams cite the influence of women's magazines on United States 
Victorian society, promoting the value of woman as a nurturer who can provide an emotional 
haven for husband and family. 
To this end, women's development as emotional care-takers came to be considered 
essential to the social fabric. At the same time, it was equally important that their intellectual 
development be stifled in order to keep the social fabric intact: 
Historically, it has been assumed that the development of women's intellectual 
potential would inhibit the development of their emotional capacities.... 
Although it seems ludicrous to us now, just a century ago the belief that 
women who engaged in intellectual pursuits would find their reproductive 
organs atrophying was widely held and used to justify the continued exclusion 
of women from the academic community. (Belenky, et al., 1986, p. 7) 
While this may sound outdated to us in 1993, it was only a dozen years ago that Bern and 
Bern found a remarkably similar double standard in clinical and counseling psychology: 
...a woman is to be regarded as healthier and more mature if she is: more 
submissive, less independent, less adventurous, more easily influenced, less 
aggressive, less competitive, more excitable in minor crises, more susceptible 
to hurt feelings, more emotional, more conceited about her appearance, less 
objective, and more antagonistic toward math and science! But this was the 
very same description which these clinicians used to characterize an unhealthy, 
immature man or an unhealthy, immature adult (sex unspecified)! The 
equation is clear: Mature woman equals immature adult. 
(Sandra Bern and Daryl Bern, 1984, p. 17) 
Apparently the developmental deck has been traditionally stacked in favor of males, at 
least in theory. In order to arrive at our goal of understanding how anger plays into the 
learning process for men and especially for women, it would be helpful to take a very brief 
look at some basic cognitive development theories which I have found useful, and then 
examine different perspectives on how this breaks down according to gender. 
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Human Development in a Nutshell 
We are not unlike a particularly hardy crustacean.... With each passage from 
one stage of human growth to the next we, too, must shed a protective 
structure. We are left exposed and vulnerable - but also yeasty and 
embryonic again, capable of stretching in ways we hadn't known before....1 
Piaget: The Ongoing Challenge of Making Meaning 
A useful approach to the role of emotions in the learning process is through Jean 
Piaget's theory of development. According to Piaget, existence is an ongoing two-way 
interchange between the "individuating self' and the environment (anything or anyone other 
than self). The self acts on the environment and vice versa, and both act to transform each 
other in an "interaction sculpted by both and constitutive of reality itself" (Kegan, 1982, p. 43). 
The evolving person constantly makes meaning of this experience by creating cognitive 
constructs by which to make sense of and adapt to the environment. Development is the 
evolution of these constructs, an ongoing task of continually increasing and refining one's 
understanding of the environment as separate from the self, or gaining an identity distinct from 
and in relation to otherness. This process of "meaning-making" cannot go on in a void: the 
self must get validation for its meanings from the environment (p. 19). 
In its relationship with the environment, the developing self carries on a balancing act 
- an act Piaget calls "equilibration" or striving for an equilibrium between self-preservation in 
face of otherness and self-transformation to adapt to otherness. In its preservation mode, the 
self can make sense of life according to the current cognitive structure. A state of equilibrium 
exists and the learning that goes on is called "assimilative" -- the person takes in new 
information that fits comfortably in the current world-view. However, when there is too much 
discrepancy between other and self, between incoming information and the cognitive structure, 
‘Gail Sheehy, "Passages," 1976. In Maggio, 1992, p. 144. 
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a state of "disequilibrium" is created and "accommodative" learning must take place, 
engendering a radical transformation of the way the self makes meaning of the world. Piaget 
and his followers have demarcated periods of increased growth during the human life-span 
when the cognitive structure becomes transformed and a new way of looking at the world is 
created. This is analogous to creating a whole new filing system, with new folders and 
method of organization to make sense of new and old data. 
Both means of learning are necessary for development. Assimilative learning by itself 
would tend to simply confirm a person's present world view or validate a private theory, 
thereby limiting development. Too much accommodative learning would mean too much 
challenge and devaluation of a person's system of knowledge, which could weaken the 
boundaries of selfhood. Learning must involve, as Kegan says, "a dialectic of limit and 
possibility. Were we 'all limit' (all 'assimilation') there would be no hope; 'all possibility7 (all 
'accommodation'), no need of it" (p. 45). In order for cognitive evolution to take place, there 
must be a productive balancing act going on between self and other, with a perpetual shifting 
between states of equilibrium and disequilibrium. 
How Do Emotions Fit in? 
Piaget emphasized the simultaneity of emotional and cognitive development and 
proposed that stages of affectivity correspond exactly to those of cognition rather than 
progressing in succession or sequence. There is no cognition without affect, and vice versa 
(1962, p. 130). In fact, emotional development appears to be a thoroughly cognitive 
phenomenon: "Like the development of most other complex forms of behavior, emotional 
development tends to be slow, piecemeal, and cumulative... not particularly emotional" 
(Averill, 1984, p. 38). According to Averill, since humans are rule-oriented creatures, "the 
most important feature of emotional development involves the acquisition of the social norms 
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and rules that provide the component responses with their meaning and coordination" (p. 31). 
These rules are basically heuristic: We strive to improve our skills at appraisal and response, 
to gain more realistic expectancies and more sophisticated interpretations of events. 
It is important to note that heuristic rule-learning varies ethnically and according to 
class status within our own society. Hochschild observes that working class children tend to 
be raised to obey orders, whereas middle and upper-class children tend to be brought up 
managing their feelings - they are taught what they should feel and hence want to do, which 
gives the illusion of choice and control (1983, p. 156). The popular sitcom, "Roseanne," gives 
a good example of emotions in a working-class family. Women and men alike are very 
upfront with their experience and expression of anger. The children are not taught what they 
should feel, but what they should do — they can yell all they want, but need to tow the line. 
The more interesting aspect of emotional development, according to Averill, is 
constitutive: what is it that makes an emotion what it is, and how does change create new 
emotions? This change could be seen as "the acquisition of new, or the relinquishment of old 
emotional experiences during adulthood" (1984, p. 23) and is parallel to Piaget's 
accommodational shifts. When a fundamental shift occurs in values and beliefs (constitutive 
rules), different emotions are called for — the new situation calls for a new interpretation and a 
more appropriate emotion; a new reference group judges the emotion authentic (1984, p. 40). 
The key to all development is that reference group: others must confirm an expressed 
emotion for it to be valid. As Kegan says, "meaning depends on someone who recognizes 
you" (p. 19) - the meaning we impart to emotions depends on group recognition and 
validation. Perhaps this is where the boundary lies between neurosis and 'normalcy'. Fromm 
(1964) has pointed out that only an 'insane' person has the autonomous power to make 
meaning without having to negotiate with others to create a shared reality. 
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Emotions and the "Self-System" 
People are known by the things that make them angry, and by the 
appropriateness of their follow-through. (Averill, 1982, p. 251) 
According to Kegan and Piaget, the entity we assume to be a person with a distinct, 
generally consistent personality, is a "process rather than an entity" - a "meaning-making 
system" that becomes a self. All emotions can be seen "in the context of the efforts to 
maintain, and the experience of transforming, the self-system" (Kegan, 1982, p. 5). Trying to 
imagine how this works in relation to cognition is difficult, if not impossible, since the two are 
so intertwined. Kegan explains that they are based on the meaning we impose on reality, yet 
they simultaneously guide our meaning-making. Perhaps, then, we could try to imagine 
emotions as the 'cutting edge' of cognition. However we imagine this phenomenon, a person 
develops an ongoing manner of responding based on the interplay between cognition and 
emotion. To illustrate, if I tend to interpret events as anger-provoking, they will probably 
make me angry; at the same time, my feelings of anger will cause me to view situations as 
hostile or adverse that others may see as benign. 
Piagetian theory has it that affective/cognitive schemata are formed early on and 
retained throughout life. When a situation occurs similar to an earlier one, it calls the 
schemata into play. Thus personality is linked to a permanence of reaction rather than of 
content or feelings as such (1962, p. 135). In other words, if a situation occurs that made me 
angry in the past, it would tend to evoke a packaged anger reaction in me -- an angry way of 
making meaning. If my ongoing style of making meaning tends to be an angry one, I will be 
seen as having a prickly personality, to say the least. Piaget asserted that a person becomes 
mature and dependable by gaining a "logic of feelings" -- becoming "coherent in attitudes and 
affective reactions" (p. 135). Again, emotional coherence depends on group validation. My 
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prickly approach to life has its own logic, but whether it is seen as mature and dependable as 
opposed to neurotic ultimately depends on whether my "logic" makes sense to other people. 
Transformations: Emotion as Catalyst... Cognition as Catalyst 
As processes that "establish, maintain, or disrupt the relationship between the organism 
and the environment on matters of significance" (see above, p. 20), emotions have the potential 
to unblock creative growth. Greenberg and Saffran, for example, claim that arousal and 
expression of emotion can produce "some sort of cognitive reorganization of a person's view 
of the world" (1990, p. 69). It is interesting to consider religious conversions, revolution, or 
even 'brainwashing' techniques in this regard. In a period of emotional upheaval, total 
cognitive shifts become a possibility. 
Conversely, cognitive shifts likewise create emotional upheaval. Allport has remarked 
that "if a person "begins to suspect [his] convictions are not in conformity with facts, he may 
enter a period of conflict. If the dissatisfaction is great enough, he may be driven to a 
reorganization of beliefs and attitudes" (Allport, 1958, p. 312). In Piagetian terms, if 
development is an "adaptive conversation" with the environment, then conflict becomes a 
necessary element of growth as we negotiate a series of evolutionary "truces" which form our 
way of knowing the world. Kegan hypothesizes that the "source of our emotions" may be this 
conflictive dialogue or "the phenomenological experience of evolving — of defending, 
surrendering, and reconstructing a center" (1982, p. 82). 
The "adaptive conversation" can be very trying. "Distress attends every qualitative 
decentration — which from the point of view of the developing organism amounts to the loss 
of its very organization" (Kegan, 1982, p. 82). We encounter these disruptive periods of 
learning and growth throughout our lives, or at least as long as we remain open to them. Each 
disruption means a phenomenological loss of the old, more naive self, and can activate a range 
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of attendant emotions -- anger, depression, bewilderment, fear, excitement, shame and 
humiliation. Seeing one's past self through others' enlarged vantage point creates "a greater 
participation that may be for a period more humiliating than enlarging" (p. 216). A person 
may even abandon old friends along with the old self in order to escape the humiliation. 
In order to get beyond this distress, Kegan says, we have to pass through the shame 
and anger and sufficiently distance the self from the old self in order to be able to contemplate 
it as "other," just as actual 'others' do. The anger that might arise from this shift, Kegan points 
out, is like the "familiar sequence from depression to anger" but "is not so much a matter of 
redirecting an emotion from self to other - from one target to another as it is moving the 
target of the anger itself from self to other" (p. 82). Certainly this kind of anger emerges in 
members of groups targeted by societal oppression, when they become aware of their own 
internalized oppression and realize that the problems they had hitherto perceived as internal are 
actually external. 
Summary 
Piaget's theories on the self developing through assimilative and accommodative 
learning speak directly to the issue of diversity education which, more than many other topics, 
embodies the kind of "equilibration" that he speaks of -- that balancing act between 
self-preservation in face of otherness and self-transformation to adapt to otherness. In any 
event, emotional development is inseparable from cognitive development, and is in fact 
cognitive in nature: we learn to make better appraisals and accumulate more adult rules for 
how to feel about things and respond to them. Personalities gain coherence by developing a 
"logic of feelings" — a typical way of responding, that depends on others for validation. The 
key to development is that we exist in relation to others and must depend on this shared reality 
for our very identity. 
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The most dramatic shifts in emotional development mirror those in cognitive 
development: a major shift in values can generate a new emotional response, which needs a 
new social reference group to validate the experience. In our "adaptive conversation" within 
this social environment, either cognitive realizations or emotional reactions (though basically 
the two are inseparable) can trigger accommodational growth spurts. These cataclysmic 
changes have the potential to be emotionally turbulent periods of shame, upset, and anger, as a 
person gains sudden perspective on old ways of being that may now seem humiliating. 
A Developmental Power Imbalance: Gender 
Nowhere is the pattern of using male experience to define the human 
experience seen more clearly than in models of intellectual development. The 
mental processes that are involved in considering the abstract and the 
impersonal have been labeled "thinking" and are attributed primarily to men, 
while those that deal with the personal and interpersonal fall under the rubric 
of "emotions" and are largely relegated to women. 
(Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, & Tarule, 1986, p. 7) 
"Sugar & Spice, and All Things Nice...." What about Women? 
Until fairly recent acknowledgement of the work of feminist theorists such as Homey, 
Chodorow, Miller, and Gilligan, theorists from Freud to Kohlberg, Maslow and Erikson based 
their studies on males and considered females either an anomaly or developmentally inferior. 
Kegan calls our attention to the fact that even the Piagetian vision of the "individuating self" 
and its "ongoing tension between self-preservation and self-transformation" is not without bias 
(1982, p. 45). According to Gilligan (1982), Freud's male-oriented emphasis on the infant 
differentiating itself from the mother laid the groundwork for modem Western psychological 
and developmental thought She cites Freud's theory that because of this initial separation, 
"assertion, linked to aggression, becomes the basis for relationships": 
In this way, a primary separation, arising from disappointment and fueled by 
rage, creates a self whose relations with others or "objects" must then be 
protected by rules, a morality that contains this explosive potential and adjusts 
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"the mutual relationships of human beings in the family, the state and the 
society." (1982, p. 46) 
In other words, Freud had it that we're all a bunch of grown-up enraged babies who 
must live in a rule-bound society so that we don't destroy each other. Rage aside, the 
male-biased models of ideal development have generally followed a progression towards 
autonomy. For example, Kegan organized this progression into five stages: impulsive, 
imperial, interpersonal, institutional, and interindividual. According to this model, women 
have tended to get stuck at stage 3, the interpersonal level. Kegan acknowledges that if ideal 
human development is perceived to be "increasing autonomy or distinctness," then the 
traditionally female "affiliative" self must be viewed as dependent and immature — confirming 
Bern and Bern's findings (see above, p. 49). Kegan also notes that cross-culturalists call this 
autonomous model of development a kind of Western "folk psychology" (1982, p. 209), 
implying that it may, after all, have more to do with capitalism than with the human condition 
— or with masculinity, for that matter. 
H.B. Lewis notes that "we now know from the work of psychoanalytic revisionists, 
principally Homey (1932), that the male model of development cannot be used to understand 
women's development" (1989, p. 37), While the more male-oriented theorists have 
concentrated on supposedly innate aggressive tendencies, theorists like Gilligan and Miller 
propose that empathy and affiliation may be the more important qualities inherent to humans. 
They believe that girls and women are socialized to retain these connective, empathic values 
more than men, and therefore that women's development takes a completely different course. 
Miller is most emphatic on this issue: 
While it is obvious that all of living and all of development takes place only 
within relationships, our theories of development seem to rest at bottom on a 
notion of development as a process of separating from others. I believe this 
notion stems from an illusion, a fiction which men, but not women are 
encouraged to pursue. In general, women have been assigned to the realms of 
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life concerned with building relationships, especially relationships that foster 
development. (Miller, 1986, p. xxi) 
Gilligan observes that boys are socialized to separate themselves from their mother and 
take responsibility for their success as autonomous individuals; to play competitively, by the 
rules, and judge others according to the rules. Girls, on the other hand, are traditionally raised 
to maintain closeness with the mother and to assume responsibility through relationships and 
caring for others. Their ensuing "reluctance to judge may itself be indicative of the care and 
concern for others that infuse the psychology of women's development and are responsible for 
what is generally seen as problematic in its nature" (Gilligan, 1982, p. 17). 
Emotion Work: Woman's Ongoing Responsibility 
We have discussed the different courses men's and women's development has taken ~ 
a schism that Gilligan has described in moral terms as women's "ethic of care" versus men's 
"ethic of responsibility." Miller asserts that women have been the care-takers for so many 
centuries that society has come to believe they are biologically meant to be and therefore want 
to be caretakers (1983, p. 4). It has proven very difficult for women to grow beyond the 
confines of this assumption. 
Part of women's care-taking responsibilities have traditionally included what 
Hochschild calls "emotion work." As Miller has noted, "men are encouraged from early life to 
be active and rational; women are trained to be involved with emotions and with the feelings 
occurring in the course of all activity" (1986, p. 39). While women have been both 
encouraged to be and accused of being 'more emotional' than men, it has come to be 
acknowledged, to a certain extent, that women are not more emotional but simply more 'in 
tune' with their emotions than men. Since emotions are considered women's turf, they are 
"probably more aware of their emotions, have a capacity to express emotional reactions to 
situations and events, and value highly the emotionally bound relationships they create with 
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others. Affective aspects of everyday life are particularly salient to women" (Skevington, 
1989, p. 51). Hochschild offers that emotion work has been a major selling factor, so to 
speak, in women's "relational work": "lacking other resources, women make a resource out of 
feeling and offer it to men as a gift in return for the more material resources they lack" (1983, 
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p. 163). As part of their emotion work, women create the "emotional tone" for social 
encounters from holidays and birthdays to deathbeds. 
Another part of emotion work is "shadow labor." As recently as 10 years ago, 
Hochschild found that women and girls are expected to be "serious about being good" and to 
carry on what she calls "shadow labor" ~ adapting and cooperating out of consideration for or 
deference to others, which, with men, translates into "the effort women put into seeming to 
want what the men want" (1983, p. 167). This shadow labor goes on in the working world, 
too, where women often feel the need to be "nicer" in exercising their authority so that people 
don't see them as puffed up with power (Hochschild, p. 180). 
Angrv Women 
What might women's differently focused emotional development mean in terms of 
anger? Care-taking is a highly gratifying occupation and as many theorists have posited, 
perhaps more ultimately human in its emphasis on loving connection than is the search for 
autonomous fulfillment But along with emitting concern and empathy, care-takers are 
supposed to "master anger and aggression in order to be 'nice'" (Hochschild, 1983, p. 163). 
For women as caretakers, then, anger "is even more taboo" -- a threat to women's central sense 
of identity, which has been called femininity. Her anger should only come up to defend her 
young, or "in the interest of someone else" (Miller, 1983, p. 3). 
Indeed, it seems as though our culture puts a great deal of emphasis on women's role 
in preserving relationships, condoning anger when it is used to maintain relationships, but 
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censuring anger that seems disruptive. Events at the movie theaters illustrate this point. 
Audiences cheered heartily when the young mother in "Hand that Rocked the Cradle" became 
angry enough to defend her family with violence. But many moviegoers and critics alike 
raised an uproar of outrage over "Thelma and Louise," whose two female protagonists become 
violently angry at men's mistreatment of themselves. In general it seems that there is also 
more widespread approval of angry women protesting abortion (non-violently) than there is of 
angry women rallying to protest violence against women. 
There has been a long history of cultural antipathy for angry women. While boys 
have been encouraged to act out, or at least not be too good, little girls have been encouraged 
to be "lady-like,"proper, and clean, and as anger-free as possible (Steams & Steams, p. 87). In 
the United States, Victorian upper-middle class (white) society considered anger in women an 
infirmity. One of the Victorian woman's principle tasks was to maintain serenity at home, 
therefore her "ability to feel no anger" was crucial to her identity as a "good" woman. It was 
safer for her to "claim illness than admit to simple rage" (Steams and Steams, 1986, pp. 48-9). 
Amazingly, many women still seem burdened by this gender stereotype. Tavris cites 
Harriet Lemer in pointing out that women today are attracted to codependency books because 
they are more at ease with being sick or at fault than with feeling and expressing anger at 
external problems. She claims their discomfort with anger stems from the fact that "society is 
more comfortable with women who feel inadequate, self-doubting, guilty, sick, and 'diseased' 
than with women who are angry or confronting" (1992, p. 203). That this is socially 
conditioned rather than natural to the female of the species is implied by the finding that 
women "are as aggressive as men when an experimenter tells them their behaviors are private 
(Mallick & McCandless, 1966) or rewards them for aggressive behavior (Bandura, Ross & 
Ross, 1961)" (Kidder, Boell, and Moyer, 1982, p. 5). "Girls and women are almost 
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universally taught to be nurturant and obedient (Barry, Bacon & Child, 1957), taught to heal 
rather than to hurt, and to obey rather than to argue or fight. [Also] women who are 
economically dependent risk their security when they express anger (cf Chesler, 1972)" 
(Kidder, Boell, and Moyer, 1982, p. 5). 
We have seen that anger depends on validation by others to be constitutive of anger 
(see above, p. 31). To be considered valid, anger must be considered both justified in its 
cause and reasonably expressed. Historically, women have not only been denied the 
possibility for expression of anger, but have had what anger they did express discounted or 
belittled. Steams and Steams note that in the 1920's Flapper era, stylish women took on a 
cute, girlish or boyish image, which defused their anger and made it more tolerable. Certainly 
the phrase "You're cute when you're angry" survived as a stereotype well past the 1950's and 
may yet live on, since popular appeal still holds for waifishly thin figures and little girl styles. 
In any event, during the 19th and 20th centuries anger was considered valid for men as a 
motivator for worthwhile social action. Yet angry Suffragists and other female demonstrators 
were ridiculed and held in contempt, their heroic efforts put down as not worthy of political 
note or historical record. 
Today's feminists do not fare much better. Tavris asserts that women still seem to get 
better responses when they put their problems in terms of illness rather than in terms of 
politics and justice (1992, p.203). Hochschild terms this gender bias an "affective double 
standard": if a man expresses anger, it is due to deeply held convictions or great injustice; if a 
woman expresses anger she is being "emotional," which is a weakness of character (p. 173). 
Anger must be seen as justified in its cause and reflect blame on the other; since women's 
anger-as-character-flaw reflects internal blame, it lacks validity and can therefore be ignored . 
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By way of illustration, consider for a moment three possible newspaper headlines: "Angry 
Voters Picket Congress," "Angry Women Picket Congress," "Angry Feminists Picket 
Congress." Many people would probably react with respectful or at least open-minded 
attention to the gender-neutral voters' anger, but with readiness for laughter to the women's 
anger and with wariness and even hostility to the feminists. 
That Hochschild's "affective double standard" exists in popular opinion was bom out in 
a recent survey conducted by a women's magazine. In this survey, 62% of the respondents felt 
that it is more difficult for women to show their anger than men because "it makes us look 
bitchy," "it's not ladylike to be angry," and "we're perceived as being hysterical."2 Perhaps 
part of the appeal of the popular sitcoms "Roseanne" and "Murphy Brown" lies in the fact that 
these two women express anger vigorously and so act as a catharsis for more reticent women 
in the viewing audience. They might also alleviate women's fear of showing anger by getting 
us to laugh. Interestingly, I have found that many women disapprove of Roseanne and 
Murphy Brown, and devalue their anger (and often their own anger) as merely being 'whin/ or 
'bitchy'. The old lessons have been learned very well. 
Do Women Tend to Suppress or Repress Their Anger?3 
Because of the strictures imposed on them by sex role stereotyping, it would seem, 
theoretically at least, that a large part of women's emotional development would involve 
learning to suppress or repress anger. Ross Buck confirmed the feminist stance that since girls 
and women are discouraged from expressing aggression as a response to anger-inducing 
situations, they would likely be discouraged from looking angry and admitting angry feelings 
2From a survey on anger in Self Magazine, May 1992, p. 28. 
* Suppressing an emotion is done consciously --1 choose not to deal with it; repressing is done 
unconsciously — there is apparently nothing to deal with. 
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(1984, pp. 141-3). Averill has found little overall difference between the experience and 
expression of anger in men and women, but acknowledges that women tend to express anger 
less aggressively, and "have a general bias against expressions of anger" (1982, p. 293). His 
findings indicated that, in response to anger-inducing situations, women tend to feel hurt and 
men tend to become defiant. Cramer agrees that reactions to stressors differ according to 
gender: women are more likely to "turn against the self" and use denial or reversal; men are 
more likely to "turn against the object" and use projection (1991, p. 40). Labouvie-Vief, 
DeVoe, and Bulka (1989) also cite studies showing that women tend to turn against the self 
and use escape/avoidance tactics more than men, and are more likely to internalize conflict 
while men externalize it. 
Studies by Kopper and Epperson found that anger is linked to sex role identity rather 
than gender per se\ persons with a masculine sex role were more prone to get angry and to 
express it, and less likely to try to control its expression. Persons with a feminine or 
undifferentiated sex role were least likely to express it and most likely to control its 
expression. They concluded that androgynous persons appeared to possess healthier patterns 
of anger management" (Kopper, 1993, p. 232). Feminine sex role types were highest in 
"depression..., guilt, conflict avoidance, and dependency" and lowest in "total hostility, assault, 
indirect hostility, negativism, verbal hostility, aggressiveness, and assertiveness" (Kopper, 
1993, p. 235). Feminine persons with a Type B personality had the lowest proneness to anger 
of all. Interestingly, feminine persons with a Type A personality were the most prone to anger 
of both sexes. Perhaps these ambitious women had a greater need than men to assert their 
power by using anger — or were just more frustrated. 
However, based on his studies in Massachusetts, Averill concluded that women do not 
necessarily suppress their anger: "...the feminist assertion that women are inhibited in, and 
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tend to distort, their experience of anger... is less a statement of fact than it is a condemnation 
of conditions which (from a feminist perspective) should arouse anger in any reasonable 
person" (1982, p. 288). If a woman does not express anger she is not necessarily suppressing 
or distorting it, or even repressing it -- to assume so would be to impose one's own appraisal 
of the situation on her and tell her that she should feel angry. Tavris agrees, noting that 
women who lack power may be self-destructive in various ways, but while they might feel 
anger but not dare or not choose to express it, they may simply be incapable of appraising an 
oppressive act or situation as anger-provoking. For one thing, empathy does away with the 
kind of judgmental appraisal needed to arouse anger. If, as the studies suggest, women tend to 
understand the other person and work to maintain connections, then they would tend to feel 
hurt or compassionate rather than angry. Miller writes that "any subordinate is in a position 
which constantly generates anger" (1983, p. 2). It might be more accurate to say that the 
position should generate anger or would, if anger were allowable. 
If empathy doesn't do the trick, fear of disrupting connections or of retaliatory anger 
inhibits many women from entering into conflictive emotional terrain. Tavris points out that 
negative stereotypes promote belief in sex differences about anger, and "allot women no 
choices other than Bianca the Meek and Katherina the Shrew". "These stereotypes draw our 
attention to the spheres of life in which the consequences of anger are so different for men and 
women: wife-battering; sexual harassment and abuse; discrimination" (p. 214). Women are 
placed in a double bind: they risk physical or economic harm and being called a shrew if they 
express anger, but if they swallow their anger, they risk continuing abuse and hardship and get 
blamed for being weak and self-destructive. Recently a young woman gave an account of her 
experience with battering and why it is so hard for a woman to confront her attacker. She was 
expected to "understand" all her attacker's problems at home and school; she was told that she 
64 
was "over-reacting"; she was made to fear more anger and repudiation if she spoke out.4 The 
survey referred to above (p. 62) echoes her fear: most respondents wrote that what kept them 
from revealing anger was "fear of escalating the conflict" or "upsetting or angering someone."5 
Both men and women have their neuroses and problems around anger. In agreement 
with Averill, Carol Tavris notes that "neither sex has the advantage in being able to 'identify7 
anger when they feel it or in releasing it once it is felt" (1982, p. 199). She is of the opinion 
that the causes, nature, and expression of anger are pretty much equivalent in men and women, 
particularly since the shift in women's magazines has been toward assertiveness and 'healthy' 
anger. But she finds that the two sexes are negatively equal — they both have trouble with 
anger, and both will often try to hedge in identifying this troublesome feeling. A rose may be 
a rose by any other name; is this true also of anger? Whether or not the feeling is as intense, 
it certainly sounds less contentious and disturbing when called "frustration," "irritation," 
"impatience," "discomfort," or "aggravation." Both sexes may try to downplay their anger by 
naming it in milder terms. For instance, looking at a range of emotions, Biaggio found 
"women more likely to report hurt feelings and men more likely to focus on a sense of 
annoyance" (1986, p. 3). 
It would seem, then, that by nature women are probably not less inclined to feel and 
express anger, but that they have been socialized not only to express anger more mildly, but to 
make fewer angry appraisals. Many women are still brought up in a more empathetic or 
understanding manner than men. Many are culturally conditioned to feel hurt or ill rather than 
angry -- or at least to discount their anger by attributing it to hormones or irrationality. Many 
4Anonymous author, "Healing Wounds By Speaking Out" The Massachusetts Daily Collegian, 
December 6, 1993, p. 5. 
5From a survey on anger in Self Magazine, May 1992, p. 28. 
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fear the disruption or retaliation their anger might engender. For many women, then, in many 
situations, anger is constitutively ruled out. 
"Snakes and Snails and Puppydog Tails...." What about Men? 
"Plav up! Plav up! and Plav the Game!"6 
What generalizations have been imposed on the men? Basically, while women are 
supposed to avoid anger in order to maintain connections, men are supposed to "master fear 
and vulnerability in order to keep order through the aggression hierarchy" (Hochschild, 1983, 
p. 163). As a result, men tend to get angry in response to "ego insult" and blame the other 
person (Tavris, 1982, p. 211). In 19th Century Victorian United States society (white), if men 
"expressed their feelings they were moral failures" (Steams and Steams, 1986, p. 49). Though 
we have now seen the likes of presidents cry, in 1993 it is still not at all uncommon to hear it 
declared that men should not appear emotional or cry -- despite research showing that people 
who express their emotions live longer. As Miller (1983) notes, boys are still brought up 
having to continually prove their masculinity by contrasting themselves with a false image of 
what women are, and acting aggressively. They may feel hurt, alone, confused, and 
vulnerable, but are encouraged to act out aggressively rather than acknowledge all this. Buck 
also notes that very early on, boys are taught that aggression is an appropriate response to 
anger-inducing situations (1984, p. 141). 
Do sports and competitive training contribute to aggressive expressions of anger? As 
discussed in Chapter II, some theorists see a definite link. Bandura found that competitive 
values and outlets increase aggressiveness rather than serve to defuse it (1973, p. 56). Tavris 
asserts that there is a definite link, and that sport violence encourages and teaches aggression: 
6A famous line from a poem titled "Vitae Lampada" by Sir Henry Newbolt. Bartlett's Familiar 
Quotations (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1980), p. 700. 
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"when an emotion is encouraged and the rules permit it, it is perpetuated, not drained" (1982, 
p. 184). Miller feels that the emphasis on sports serves to teach many boys and men that the 
game is what counts, more than people or relationships. From roughhousing to playing by the 
rules, to highschool and college sports, to war games and political or economic power 
struggles, boys are trained to become men intent on winning, men "who haven't a clue about a 
whole range of emotional experience or what women are talking about" (1983, p. 6). 
There are some curious contradictions in the cultural association of aggression with 
manhood. For one thing, out-of-control aggression supposedly has testosterone and virility as 
its source and is lauded. Male hormones are used to justify and even glorify irrational acts of 
anger and aggression -- boys are encouraged to act out, and men to kill and be killed in the 
name of patriotism. Yet out-of-control emotionality is tied to female hormones in derogatory 
ways — women are shamed for the supposed irrational mood swings and unjustifiable 
irritability of PMS and menopause. Another interesting contradiction: Lawrence Kohlberg is 
noted for his famous theory of moral development, based largely on studies of boys and men, 
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which led to the conclusion that women are stuck at an inferior level of moral development. 
But as H.B. Lewis pointed out, it is a problem "reconciling the supposedly less-developed 
conscience of women with the reality that men are much more likely to become antisocial 
personalities and to occupy jails than women" (1989, p. 37). 
Angry. Aggressive Men... A Product of Civilization? 
In our culture there are many more words for negative emotions than positive, 
and anger has a richer vocabulary than shame, disgust, envy. What does this 
mean about our values? (Lazarus, 1991, p. 192) 
Kegan has implied that autonomous development is perhaps more an ideal of Western 
culture than an inherently ideal goal for humans, whether male or female (see above, p. 57). 
Tavris relates this developmental ideal to two major cultural forces which encourage the use of 
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anger: the Judeo-Christian philosophy and individualistic Capitalism, both of which (despite 
Jesus of Nazareth's teachings) create individuals striving to conquer and survive. The whole 
ideological package "creates anger and encourages its release; for when everything is possible, 
limitations are irksome" (1989, p. 69). Success, whether in this world or the next, is achieved 
at the expense of others who are weaker; a power imbalance is imperative. Hochschild 
suggests that our society might even have more names for focusing on an object of blame and 
exploiting a power imbalance than other societies (1983, p. 227). 
Was anger invented by men to justify the aggression that maintains such a power 
imbalance? Averill (1978, 1982) has posited that Western societies have used the concept of 
anger as an out-of-control passion to justify acts of aggression, both on an informal and on a 
judicial level (see above, p. 33). Since anger is defined by social consensus, and the dominant 
group gets to name its terms, people without power, such as battered women, are caught in a 
bind. Their "lovers" kill in the heat of passion, so have been traditionally exonerated. But if 
these women kill in self defense, it may well be ruled that they used deliberation and therefore 
are not excused in the eyes of the law. The "reasonable man" clause would indeed seem to 
judge according to what seems reasonable to mea 
Some studies have corroborated Averill's "passion" theory, and have also shown that 
using passion to justify behavior works differently according to gender. For instance, in 1987, 
Egerton confirmed that the "passion schema" is indeed used by men and women to account for 
emotional outbursts, but that is coded by gender according to the stereotypical concepts that 
men behave in a "powerful way," and women in a "dependent way" (1987, p. 25). She found 
that men used passion to explain aggressive anger; women used it more to explain feelings of 
upset Kopper and Epperson's study of undergraduates in a Midwestern university (1991) also 
led to the conclusion that 'masculine' men are more prone to feel anger and to express it with 
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fewer restrictions, while 'feminine' women are least likely to express anger and more likely to 
do so with control. 
Any generalizations about men and women must be subject to severe limitations: race, 
ethnicity, class, individual, and other differences cause a great deal of variation in gender 
socialization of emotional experience and expression, as does the fact that the social rules 
change from one decade to the next. As more women compete in traditional male domains, 
they learn to play by the male rules of the game. Girls and boys in 1996 are brought up 
differently than they were just a decade ago, and popular attitudes toward emotionality and 
gender shift along with more visible fashions. Jane Austen's novel, Sense and Sensibility, 
portrays a young woman who had adopted the "fashion in feeling" of that day and age, 
believing that "to have and express strong feelings is a virtue and almost a duty."7 The 
sensibility of Austen's era bears some resemblance to the 1970's notion of letting it all hang 
out': both emotion fads have been replaced by more controlled expression and assertiveness 
(except for the general mayhem on throughways and in the streets). It is evident that to have 
any accuracy, studies on anger need to be repeated over the years. 
Summary 
It would seem that men and women have been encouraged to develop toward different 
goals — men toward aggressive, autonomous success and women toward affiliation and care¬ 
taking. Emotions, perhaps anger in particular, have been a part of this grand plan. In general, 
men have been encouraged to experience and express anger, and women to avoid it while 
cultivating expertise around a wide range of other emotions. Men are not to be sissies, women 
are not to be angry. President Clinton and Hillary Rodham Clinton are cases in point. Both 
7Caroline G. Mercer, "Afterword" in Jane Austen, Sense and Sensibility, 1811 (New York: New 
American Library, Signet Classics, 1961), p. 311. 
69 
sexes are under pressure to conform to their roles, and since emotions are subject to social 
rules that are internalized beyond recognition, inappropriate feelings might never even come 
up. Hence, it is not so much that women suppress or repress anger, but that they don't even 
make the appraisal necessary for anger to happen. All told, despite considerable changes over 
the decades, the experience of anger still looks different, possibly feels different, and often 
comes across in entirely different ways depending on our gender. 
Conclusion 
Human development can be seen as a balancing act between self and other, with 
growth taking place both cumulatively and in more traumatic "accommodative" learning spurts. 
That balancing act is complicated by evidence that the seesaw has long been weighted to favor 
the male half of the species. Gilligan and Miller sum up the situation very eloquently: 
Women's place in man's life cycle has been that of nurturer, caretaker, and helpmate, 
the weaver of those networks of relationships on which she in turn relies. But while 
women have thus taken care of men, men have, in their theories of psychological 
development, as in their economic arrangements, tended to assume or devalue that 
care. When the focus on individuation and individual achievement extends into 
adulthood and maturity is equated with personal autonomy, concern with relationships 
appears as a weakness of women rather than as a human strength (Miller, 1976). 
(Gilligan, 1982, p. 17) 
As Miller and Hochschild have pointed out, part of women's emotion work has been to 
smooth over conflict and help maintain the status quo, keeping vulnerable egos as intact as 
possible. Unfortunately, these well-meaning efforts only serve to protect everyone from 
significant development. Schapiro, citing Block concludes that "higher levels of ego 
development make possible sex role transcendence" but, conversely, "higher ego functioning 
requires both masculine and feminine qualities, and that sex role stereotyped socialization 
appears to 'impede the development of mature ego functioning'" (1973, p. 201). To illustrate, 
in one recent study it was shown that individuals who were least affected by masculine and 
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feminine gender-role guidelines were "healthiest" (by the authors' standards) in their anger: 
They were less likely to interpret and respond with anger, less likely to suppress anger that did 
come up, and more likely to control both their experience and their expression of anger in 
constructive ways (Kopper and Epperson, 1991, p. 13). 
In Western society, anger seems to go hand in hand with the kind of self assertion 
necessary to succeed. But if women are pressured to remain at what is considered a 
developmentally inferior level, they will not be permitted to define and experience the 
potential power of their own anger and, therefore, of their own autonomous selfhood. And 
conversely, if they cannot appraise situations in such a way that they can use anger on their 
own behalf, they must -- according to this culture's standards ~ remain underdeveloped. Both 
sexes will be working toward the goal of bolstering the male of the species to the detriment of 
the female, and this cycle of skewed power ratio will only continue. As Kegan points out, 
"cultural deprivations do have palpable effects on human development..." (p. 212). 
Tavris emphasizes that the "forces that keep people in their place... not entirely 
contented fbut]... not angry" take some insight and effort to move against: A woman first has 
to decide the situation is unjust and second, decide that the injustice merits "anger instead of 
apathy" (1982, p. 252). And finally, since meaning-making does not take place in a vacuum, 
society must give her the power to define her own terms. If her anger is not to be validated, 
or worse, if she will be beaten or killed for expressing it, it is unlikely to even come up. It 
would take education, therapy, support, and hope for disempowered women to even begin to 
feel the emotion - and education and therapy for men to allow its expression. 
Tavris declares that "anger as a response to powerlessness is an acquired taste" (1982, 
p. 214). In Chapter IV we will examine some theories and studies on learning and prejudice 
in relation to anger, then move on to look at how women might begin to acquire this taste. 
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CHAPTER IV 
LEARNING, PREJUDICE, AND PEDAGOGY IN RELATION TO ANGER 
Passion and Prejudice govern the world, 
only under the name of reason.1 
Introduction 
Two feminist co-teachers found themselves furious at their Introduction to Women's 
Studies class. Not only was it a bigger class than it used to be, but it was full of students who 
had no intention of warming up to feminism. These young men and women were downright 
smug in their knowledge that individuals can succeed in this society based on equality and 
freedom, and that sexism was a thing of the past now taught by "cranky" man-haters. 
Teachers Deay and Stitzel (1991) were caught in a paradox: Expressing their anger would 
only confirm their 'crankiness' in the students' eyes; protesting that sexism is alive and well 
would only prove that they were 'man-haters.' No one likes to hear bad news — in ancient 
Greece they killed bearers of bad tidings. Talk about anger! But how could these two even 
get their bad tidings heard? 
In Chapter IV we will explore various aspects of Deay and Stitzel's dilemma -- an all- 
too familiar one for feminist educators — and hopefully arrive at a better understanding of how 
anger, prejudice, and gender affect learning in a class on sexism. We will end up with some 
concrete suggestions as to how feminist pedagogy can best approach anger to make the 
learning experience most meaningful. The chapter is divided into three sections. The first 
examines how emotions like anger affect the learning process; the second analyzes the nature 
of prejudice and how anger and denial operate in an oppressive society. The last section 
‘From a letter by John Wesley to Joseph Benson, Oct. 5, 1770. In Rawson and Miner, 1988, 
p. 306. 
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focuses on feminist pedagogy: gender and group dynamics, the many variations on denial, and 
working through anger toward transformative fury! 
Anger and Emotions in the Learning Process 
Emotions are intrinsically involved in memory; they help to code our 
experience of the world and to access certain episodic memories. 
(Greenberg and Safran, 1990, p. 63) 
Moderation in All Things 
Back in the 1950's Allport observed that emotional involvement in learning was (you 
guessed it) both beneficial and deleterious. He asserted that a moderate amount of excitation, 
or "propriate involvement" as he called it, "increases the breadth of learning... as well as the 
ability of the individual to perceive and organize all relevant information into the system as a 
whole." On the other hand "high intensities of emotional excitement tend to narrow the field 
of learning, to reduce the effectiveness of cues, and to diminish the range of similarity and 
transfer" (1955, p. 59). His observations are echoed by more recent theorists. Greenwald, for 
example, notes the importance of moderation: If their biases are too strong, emotions produce 
"cognitive stagnation" rather than developmental achievement (1980, p. 614). Lazarus 
observes that positive challenge in the classroom leads to excitement and enhanced cognitive 
activity, while information that is too threatening leads to anxiety and upset, and results in 
constriction and general cognitive impairment (1991, p. 18). 
Theorists seem to agree that the quality of learning is very much influenced by 
emotional reactions to the material presented. These effects have been traced through studies 
on its physical impact. For instance, Tavris cites experiments showing that the heart rate 
decreases when we pay attention to things we want to accept (as in the assimilative mode of 
learning) and increases with more upsetting input (as in accommodative learning). The rate 
also increases when we have to block out distractions and concentrate (1982, p. 88), which 
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may explain why some people can study better in a snack bar than in a library. When the 
adrenal gland kicks in hormonal juices during the process of learning, all bodily organs are 
stimulated, from the skin to the braia As "levels of epinephrine and norepinephrine rise, 
memory, concentration, and performance are sharpened and improved, up to a point" (p. 89). 
But only up to a point! "If the body is flooded with epinephrine and you are too 
excited, concentration and performance worsen. A little nervousness when you take an exam... 
is, in short, a good thing.... too much, and you'll be frozen to the spot like an igloo" (Tavris, 
1982, p. 89). For example, people tend to remember details from a minor dispute but not 
from a really upsetting fight (p. 90). Gilligan and Bower's studies (1988) corroborate these 
findings: a certain amount of emotional intensity leads to higher recall, but too much shuts 
down the memory. 
What We Bring to the Learning Process 
Ill Learn It if I Feel Like It 1 
By putting us into "charged relationship... with the environment" our emotions "focus 
our attention on some concerns and, by the same token, distract attention away from other 
concerns that are not so pressing" (Lazarus, 1991, p. 16). In other words, they not only 
intensify the learning experience, but influence what we learn in the first place. Valence and 
values are the key to this phenomenon. Bound to personal interest and geared to maintain the 
inner values, emotion "filters out evidence about the self-relevance of what we see, recall, or 
fantasize" (Hochschild, 1983, p. 28). In this respect, theorists agree that emotion acts not only 
as a motivator, but as a "categorizer, and selector of perceptual and cognitive events and 
behaviors" (Moore, et al, 1988, p. 464; Izard, Kagan, and Zajonc, 1988). Not even the most 
objectively scientific spirit among us can claim exemption from the impact of emotions on the 
"cognitive labeling process" (Novaco, 1985, p. 210). 
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Emotions are so interconnected with how one views the world that they heavily 
influence what one views -- and what will be remembered. Williams hypothesizes that what 
we recall depends on "affective decision mechanisms" - "the greater the affective disturbance, 
the greater the output of the decision mechanisms... towards or away from the source of 
threat..." and likewise, the greater the influence on the later "elaboration" stage in recall (1988, 
pp. 174-5). Campos and Barrett use slightly different terms, positing that emotions serve as 
"markers" or "tags" in learning. When a fact has an emotional tag it is more readily recalled 
(1988, p. 274). Gilligan and Bower call this the "mood congruency effect on learning"; their 
studies confirm that emotionally marked material is most easily absorbed, retained, and 
recalled. They also found that retention is highest when the recall emotion matches the 
acquisition emotion - for example, "anger during recall facilitates recall of material learned in 
an angry mood" (1988, p. 573). 
If emotional "tags" promote encoding and recall, does this mean that bad moods or 
/ 
good moods are equally effective in boosting recall? Apparently not; we must hope students 
will come to class in happy frames of mind. Studies done by Moore, Underwood, and 
Rosenhan found that positive affect enables us to recall both positive and negative information, 
whereas negative affect filters out the positive and lets us remember mainly negative 
information (1988, p. 470). A student in a bad mood will therefore remember less than a 
happier colleague. They also found that negative affect diminishes attention to external clues 
and causes a turning inward, whereas positive affect causes a general expansiveness and boosts 
altruism — which would certainly help classroom discussion. Other studies concur: depression 
makes a person recall mainly negative things (Williams, 1988, p. 109); distress and anger 
impede learning and problem solving (Campos and Barrett, 1988, p. 246). Anger further 
impacts the learning experience by influencing us to mistrust and misconstrue others (Gilligan 
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and Bowers, 1988). These findings would surely imply that negative emotions in the 
classroom should be avoided as much as possible! 
An Attempt to Fathom the Inner Workings of Memory 
"We filter experience so we see only what we need to see..." 
(Goleman, 1985, p. 80). 
Goleman (1985) presents a very user-friendly explanation of how the memory works. 
We create a context for each experience and store it in a repository of "schemata," which he 
terms the "building blocks of cognition" (p. 75). "The vast repertoire of schemata lies dormant 
in memory until activated by attention. Once active, they determine what aspects of the 
situation attention will track" (p. 80). These schemata are managed by a sensory filtering 
mechanism that draws on information in the long-term memory and uses it to monitor our 
experience from moment to moment, deciding what we will notice. It allows some facts to 
register on our short-term memory; we can act upon them, or store them in the long-term 
memory for future reference — or maybe just forget them. But even when we think we are in 
charge of our learning, it is our filtering mechanism that is actually running the show. 
By and large, our filtering mechanism shunts most information right past the short¬ 
term memory to an unconscious response via the longterm memory, so that we are never 
aware of either the input or the fact that we are responding to it. An obvious example would 
be driving to work on a Monday morning, simultaneously drinking coffee, listening to the 
news, and checking in the rearview mirror for eggs on the chin. The complexities of actually 
driving down the throughway are accomplished on automatic pilot. My filtering mechanism 
only turns the wheel over to me if conditions are unusual: a driver cuts in ahead of me from 
an entry ramp; I have to forget the eggs, and jam on the breaks. 
In fact, the filtering mechanism responsible for these amazing feats is created and 
monitored by our long-term memory (a lifetime of accumulated skills and knowledge), and 
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enables us to live "much of our life... on automatic," so that we "need only plan when we 
deviate from routine" (Goleman, 1985, p. 71). Emmanuel Douchin concluded that, 
" 'figuratively speaking, 99.9% of cognition may be unconscious. We'd be in terrible shape if 
everything were conscious.'" (Goleman, 1985, p. 73). People who have had to adjust to 
hearing aids can easily imagine this potential chaos, since their electronic device, unlike the 
brain, enhances all sounds equally - the soprano on stage, the rustling of program notes in the 
next aisle, the person snoring in the next seat. Without the filtering mechanism, our lives 
would be a cacophony of sights, sounds, events, and unnecessary tasks. 
Living on automatic pilot as we do, Goleman hypothesizes that our 
will is free only within limits: The array presented to awareness, from which 
we can choose to note one thing or the other, is preselected.... We can never 
know what information our schemata have filtered out, because we cannot 
attend to the operation of the filter that makes the selection." (p. 90) 
Furthermore, "when emotions stir schemata, they lend a special potency.... A thought stirs a 
feeling; feelings guide thoughts" (p. 81). It is a wonder that we make as much sense out of 
things as we do. Extreme emotions like fear or anger tend to "hyperactivate schemas, making 
them compelling centers of attention. Our angers, sorrows, and joys capture attention, sweep 
us away" (p. 82). When a strong emotion takes over, as theorists agree, attention focuses even 
to the point of obsession. Aroused from my Monday morning preoccupations on the 
throughway by sudden fury at the driver cutting ahead of me, I wrest the wheel from my 
filtering mechanism so that I can pass the offender. Suddenly I am completely absorbed in the 
act of driving, to the exclusion of all else. I miss the weather announcement, spill my coffee, 
and go barreling past my exit. 
How can we best understand the process by which emotions operate to influence 
learning? Is there a little rain cloud or frowning face tag attached to that quote I tried to 
memorize on a particularly gloomy day? Williams, for one, visualizes the process in terms of 
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"frame selection": emotions or moods determine the "choice of frames used to encode or 
retrieve information about oneself" (1988, p. 109). These emotionally framed units can be 
created, stored, and even retrieved without our knowledge, so to speak. Greenberg and Safran 
point out that we can "automatically cue out of awareness schematic emotional memories 
without processing them consciously" (1990, p. 63). The units can get automatically triggered 
in similar situations and, since they remain beyond awareness, bring up feelings we can't 
understand. This would explain the Proustian experience of encountering a taste or smell that 
suddenly produces a mysterious feeling of elation.2 
In a classroom we have numerous individual filtering mechanisms operating out of a 
whole variety of long-term memory systems filled with emotionally-charged schemata. The 
effects of an emotional upheaval on all these various self systems could be -- you guessed it — 
positive or negative. If one student's emotions focus attention on the subject to be learned, 
then retention might be optimal: an intense moment of anger might fix a fact in the mind 
forever. On the other hand, an overly aroused student may well become obsessed with a small 
facet of the situation and miss the larger points. An adrenalin overload could focus another so 
thoroughly on 'fight or flight' readiness that little would be retained from the experience 
beyond the overload of bad feelings. 
Emotions impact all learning, even in imperceptible amounts, so that what we bring to 
the class guides what we pick up from the material presented. But what about the material 
itself and the kind of challenge it presents? Most of us prefer quieter waters, and consciously 
or unconsciously seek out material that is compatible with our inner values that we can absorb 
through what Piaget termed assimilative learning (see Chapter III). What we are 
2An allusion to the opening paragraphs in first volume of Marcel Proust's A la Recherche du 
Temps Perdu (1922-1931). 
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psychologically drawn toward is what we will learn; our greatest pleasure comes from reading 
or hearing new material that confirms what we already know. Studies cited by Campos and 
Barrett confirm this tendency: people "showed an affective preference for familiar stimuli 
even when they could not identify the stimulus as familiar...." (1988, p. 245). However, since 
diversity education tends to present unfamiliar and often very unwelcome material that can 
generate anger and other disturbing emotions, it is important for us to look more closely into 
Piaget's accommodative learning (see Chapter III) and how it works. 
Accommodative Learning Revisited 
It sometimes happens that the very center of organization of a personality 
shifts suddenly.... Some impetus, coming perhaps from a bereavement, an 
illness, or a religious conversion, even from a teacher or book, may lead to a 
reorientation... a traumatic recentering.... What he had once learned 
mechanically or incidentally may suddenly acquire heat and liveliness and 
motor power. (Allport, 1955, p. 87) 
Allport's description captures the potential excitement and even exhilaration of an 
apparent accommodative learning experience. But often, as studies have shown, such an 
experience is traumatic or at least emotionally difficult and entered into with reluctance. As 
Allport notes, a person who begins to realize that his or her "convictions are not in conformity 
with facts" must generally go through conflict and extreme "dissatisfaction" in order to 
approach a "reorganization of beliefs and attitudes" (see above, p. 54). In the classroom, 
expressions of anger may well signal that this student is dealing with an inner conflict of this 
nature and wavering at the edge of new learning. 
What drives us to go through such an uncomfortable experience? Schapiro suggests 
that "transition seems to be motivated by a need for cognitive consistency and for a wholly 
congruent and 'authentic' sense of identity" — a need to get rid of inconsistencies that rouse 
feelings of guilt and dissonance (1985, p. 217). Once the inner conflict is generated, we must 
either shut it down or resolve it. Generally, however, learning discordant information hits too 
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close to home and sets up resistance. Therapist Karen Homey noticed that when she worked 
with patients to point out "obvious contradictions within themselves... they became elusive and 
seemed to lose interest"; they "revealed a profound aversion to tackling these contradictions," 
showing signs of panic and fear" (1972, p. 15). In fact, Goleman points out that it can be so 
difficult for anyone to accommodate to conflictive information that it is often easier for a 
person to simply alter the facts rather than alter a cherished viewpoint (1985, p. 75). For a 
very bigoted person, it is easier to deny all evidences of the Jewish holocaust than to yield any 
ground in their prejudice. "The trade-off of a distorted awareness for a sense of security is, I 
believe, an organizing principle operating over many levels and realms of human life" (p. 21). 
Anxiety also influences how open a person can be to accommodative learning. 
Goleman points out that anxiety stems from a naturally adaptive reaction. "The universal 
response to novelty in animal species is the 'orienting response," a combination of increased 
brain activity, sharpened senses, and heightened attention" (1985, p. 41). We don't notice the 
door frame when a visitor knocks on the door, but we do if an earthquake shakes it If the 
event is unusual, the brain gets flooded with stress chemicals in preparation for fight or flight. 
Since anxiety produces "over vigilance for threat cues" (Williams, 1988, p. 183), it 
could prime a student for hostility and defensiveness as opposed to learning. Goleman 
observes that there is so much stress in life that people are often in a general state of anxiety 
(1985, pp. 41-2). Students can come into the classroom on the lookout for "threat cues" and 
become anxious the minute any conflict or challenge occurs. This does not bode well for the 
learning situation: "when "anxiety swamps attention, all performance suffers" (p. 45). We 
have a classful of anxious students faced with new, unwelcome material. 
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The "Totalitarian Ego" 
An instructor who proposes to teach a subject that a person does not want to 
accommodatively learn is up against a formidable opponent - a kind of "Big Brother" of the 
psyche. Our filtering mechanism has gone to all this trouble building a personal system of 
knowledge out of emotionally framed units which, Goleman points out, are basically an 
accumulation of cognitive biases (1980, p. 610). And it is not about to let anyone mess with 
its handiwork. No matter how off-base our personal body of knowledge may be, we spend 
"more time maintaining the system than revising it" (Tavris, 1982, p. 253). 
Tavris and Goleman both agree with Greenwald's (1980) depiction of selfhood as 
similar to that of a totalitarian regime, which filters out any information that registers as a 
threat to its integrity. Goleman comments that our "totalitarian ego" thrives on self deception: 
When new information threatens some aspect of our identity, we reinterpret it in order to get 
rid of the anxiety it creates. We are all highly skilled editors and rewriters of our own reality; 
Goleman suggests that "the trade-off of a distorted awareness for a sense of security is... an 
organizing principle operating over many levels and realms of human life" (1985, p. 21). 
The totalitarian ego protects the integrity of its knowledge system through 
"egocentricity," the tendency to collect a broad scope of information relating to self, and 
"conservatism," the compulsion to shore up a depth of knowledge and resist changing any of it 
(Greenwald, 1980, p. 611). Goleman asserts that all the material we take into our memory is 
encoded "around a central organizing principle: what matters to the self" (1985, p. 98). The 
more something matters to us, the more we will skew or reject incoming data that doesn't fit 
well with our system of knowledge. For diversity educators, this does not bode well: racial, 
sexual, religious, and other biases are loaded with valence and values. 
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In order to develop our self esteem and enable us to survive the stress of daily living, 
our system of filters and schemata operates outside of awareness dissembling our reality and 
making us "innocent self-deceivers" (p. 101). It wards off anxiety by creating what Goleman 
terms "lacunae" or holes in our awareness: Whatever is too stressful or threatening to us, we 
simply don't see. The more anxious a personality, the more holes there are in the self system. 
Along with lacunae, our egocentricity provides us with complementary "areas of comfort and 
expertise." Goleman cites Becker, who proposed that our awareness focuses on these areas of 
knowledge with such energy that they resemble "fetishes" (p. 133). Students bring their own 
"cognitive profiles" to class and interpret information according to their personal self-systems 
of lacunae and fetishes (p. 144). 
One way the totalitarian ego protects its turf is by simply not paying attention to 
undesirable input Goleman hypothesizes that our memory system, which receives and stores 
information in schemata, gets skewed by a chemical "interplay between pain and attention" 
(1985, p. 21). Research indicates that the "endorphin system is rigged to reduce attention as it 
soothes pain" — in fact, "dimming attention is one way to numb pain" (p. 36). If we can't 
focus on something, it doesn't hurt, which is why 'laughing gas' works so well in the dentist's 
chair. People can get through nightmarish situations like war partly because "muted emotions 
allow a casual contemplation of horrible facts" (p. 114). The system works so well that 
pleasures as well as pains get muted, so that institutions like pornography and commercial 
television have to keep escalating violence in order to keep on thrilling their public. 
In general, we do not have to depend entirely on chemicals, whether endorphins or 
alcohol; our cognitive/emotional system of filters and schemata can keep reality at bay by 
various means of denial. Goleman calls denial "the psychological analogue of the endorphin 
attentional tune-out" (p. 43). If our existing knowledge system cannot assimilate new 
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information too painful or damaging to our self concept, then a popular option is to simply 
deny the facts. "People hold to beliefs of all sorts in the face of evidence and arguments to 
the contrary," (p. 97) Goleman points out. He tells a wonderful joke about a man who is 
convinced he is dead. A psychiatrist gets the man to agree that "dead men don't bleed," but 
when she jabs him with a pin to prove that he is alive, he sees his blood and exclaims, 
"Amazing! Dead men do bleed!" We have developed a number of ingenious techniques for 
sidestepping both inner and outer realities. Goleman provides a list the most common 
techniques, to which I have added examples: 
1) repression: A driver cuts ahead of me; I feel no anger, but my blood pressure rises. 
2) denial and reversal: A driver cuts ahead of me; my blood pressure rises, but I don't 
feel angry - I feel grateful. 
3) projection: I don't feel angry, but I'm convinced that the other driver does. 
4) isolation (experience with no emotions): Yes, I passed my exit and spilled my 
coffee trying to overtake that car. But I haven't a clue as to why. 
5) rationalization: I need to overtake that driver in order to hone my driving skills. 
6) sublimation: I don't pursue the driver, but later go into a creative frenzy at work. 
7) selective inattention (apparently the most common): What driver? I didn't see any 
driver cut in on me! 
8) automatism (going on automatic pilot). (1985, p. 121) 
Tavris points out that "the "totalitarian ego... can mobilize considerable anger to 
protect itself and its beliefs..." (1982, p. 254). When inattention and all the other ingenious 
techniques of denial don't seem to be working, anger may very well do the trick. Through 
anger, we can deny the validity of a threat by exteriorizing blame and rewriting things in terms 
of our own moral justification. For a person who becomes adept at making anger work, it can 
become an ongoing "dispositional" factor - "a pattern of reacting to stressful stimulation that 
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threatens... the sense of control" (Novaco, 1985, p. 205). But for all of us, a certain amount of 
shoring up the ego against anxiety and threats to the self system is a healthy thing: 
The biases of the mind persist because they work: They preserve 
self-confidence, they keep our mental organization in order, and they keep us 
persevering toward our goals.... The flash of anger that people may feel when 
they are threatened with conflicting information is the mind's way of protecting 
its organization. (Tavris, 1982, p. 253) 
Summary 
Moderate emotional involvement livens the mind and body and enhances learning; too 
much floods the system and constricts it. Positive affect tends to expand learning; negative 
affect tends to cause people to turn inward and shut down. Anger, in particular, can not only 
impede the learning process but can cause people to distort incoming information. 
The unique self system that we bring into a class determines what we will learn: our 
filtering mechanism, basing its decisions on emotionally packaged schemata in the long-term 
memory, decides what we should notice and retain. The filter is self-oriented, which means 
that we prefer to learn things that we already know or that fit in well with our personal 
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systems of knowledge. Accommodative learning of discordant information disrupts the inner 
value system, causing inner conflict and emotional upheaval. A certain amount of this kind of 
stress can help focus attention on learning, but too much can tip the balance into all-out 
anxiety which impedes learning. In order to preserve the self identity from such calamities, 
our self system, as a kind of "totalitarian ego," rewrites incoming information shamelessly, 
using ingenious methods of denial and/or anger to ward off unwanted information. 
To a certain extent our self-deceptions and biases are "highly adaptive; they protect the 
integrity of the seifs organization of knowledge" (Goleman, 1985, p. 97). But all too often the 
"lacunae" and "fetishes" of our knowledge systems get in the way of learning or even living 
together. To see just how maladaptive our tendency toward bias can be, we will now turn to 
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the subject of prejudice and examine how values, emotions, and the memory system work in 
relation to the societal power imbalance known as oppression. 
Prejudice. Oppression, and Anger 
Stereotyping Our Way to Sanity... and Insanities 
Allport defines prejudice as "a complex subjective state in which feelings of difference 
play the leading part, even if the differences are imaginary" (1958, p. 125). The building 
blocks of prejudice are stereotypes -- a kind of shorthand system for making meaning out of 
life as quickly and conveniently as possible. Goleman points out that to a certain extent this is 
a natural and even necessary mental habit "Experience is kaleidoscopic" — "Until we can 
group items... on the basis of their similarity we can set up no expectations, make no 
predictions: lacking these we can make nothing of the present moment" (1985, p. 75). 
Williams (1988) points out that our schemata structure information in a "stereotypical manner" 
and classify things in prototypical ways. Both Goleman (1985) and Williams note that people 
tend to not see or to quickly discard exceptions to their shorthand notes, and remember only 
what corroborates them. 
People's reports on their environment are frequently incomplete, or even highly 
distorted and inaccurately elaborated. Furthermore, it has been reported that 
memory for unusual or atypical event description is disproportionately poor. 
Subjects appear to "normalize" such information, and tend to recall rather more 
stereotyped descriptions than were originally presented. This... may arise from 
biases at encoding, storage, or retrieval. (Williams, 1988, p. 91) 
For example, William refers to Bartlett's 1932 study of adults who were asked to listen 
to a North American Indian folk-tale and then later to recall the story. In their recounting, 
they forgot the original details and filled in the gaps with formulaic cowboys-and-indians 
material from their personal memory banks to creating a "more stereotyped narrative." Bartlett 
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concluded that "preexisting memory representations are employed constructively during 
retrieval and impose their own structure on new information" (Williams, 1988, p. 91). 
The Stickiest Schemata of All 
Stereotypes may well be, as Goleman says, "simply a variety of schema," but they can 
be a particularly insidious kind (1985, p. 77). "To be rational a category must be built 
primarily around the essential attributes of all objects that can be correctly included within the 
category" (Allport, 1958, p. 171), but while we are skilled at categorizing fish as opposed to 
mammals, we seem to have a great deal more trouble with our own species. Allport points 
out that the "inevitable tendency of the human mind" to pre-judge and categorize everything 
quickly degenerates into prejudicial stereotypes - schemata that are the most quickly formed, 
the most irrational and emotion-bound, and the hardest to give up (p. 170). 
In terms of the self structure, a stereotype is "a schema that, once fixed, is preserved 
by ignoring disconfirming facts and amplifying any that seem to fit" (Goleman, 1985, p. 188). 
Stereotypes tend to be "self-confirming" -- our filtering mechanisms make it so that we can 
"stick to them despite all evidence to the contrary" (p. 189). Since they are so irrationally 
based, people get easily fired up over them. In Allport's words, "We tend to grow emotional 
when a prejudice is threatened with contradiction. Thus the difference between ordinary 
prejudgments and prejudice is that one can discuss and rectify a prejudgment without 
emotional resistance" (1958, p. 9). 
A key aspect of stereotyping is the way it reduces complex phenomena to simple 
"labeling": it limits a concept, person, or group to one aspect of its nature. Allport explains 
that labels of "primary potency," such as skin color, gender, or wheelchairs, blind us to all 
finer discriminations: "The visible point of physical difference is made the magnet for all 
sorts of imaginary ascriptions" (1958, p. 109). He points out that racial genes make up no 
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more than 1% of the total gene pool, and sex-linked genes are likewise very few. But it is 
simpler to attribute differences to heredity than sort out the wealth and confusion of social 
influences - especially since a phenomenon like gender stereotyping begins at such an early 
age3. This "principle of least effort" encourages us to make "two-valued judgments" (good vs. 
bad, etc.) about different categories of people (p. 174). And since "whatever belongs to a 
category tends to be saturated with a common emotional flavor," the stereotyped label becomes 
all the more potent (p. 170). Averill notes that stereotyped labels or appearances readily 
come to symbolize a source of ills, with the result that the stereotypical characteristics may 
elicit aggressive responses (1982, p. 135). Also, anxiety can exacerbate the negative effects of 
stereotyping, making defensive anger and aggression based on prejudice even more likely. 
Anxiety seems as well to encourage stereotypical perceptions in the learning and recall 
process. Williams observes that high anxiety at the encoding stage of learning makes a person 
rely more on prototypes and stereotypes and not notice details. High anxiety at the recall 
stage makes one pull up those stereotypes and heap on more information that corresponds to 
the negative tone. Combined with the readiness for anger and aggression, these tendencies 
bode ill for the diversity classroom. 
Self Deception on a Larger Scale 
Goleman comments that "self-deception operates both at the level of the individual 
mind, and in the collective awareness of the group. To belong to a group of any sort, the 
tacit price of membership is to agree not to notice one's own feelings of uneasiness and 
misgiving, and certainly not to question anything that challenges the group's way of doing 
things" (1985, p. 13). Prejudice and stereotyping are reinforced by the fact that "people in 
3Kaplan and Sedney (1980) point out that children need to and do base their self identity by age 
3 on sex-role stereotypes given them by parents and society, and can only later in life move towards 
androgyny. Fathers tend to be "more extreme" in encouraging sex-role stereotyping (p. 208). 
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groups also learn together how not to see..." (p. 158). The more mental homogeneity there is, 
the more "groupthink" goes on - a general "reluctance to voice opinions that might destroy 
the sense of coziness" (p. 161). It is this kind of thinking that makes a continuum of 
oppressive violence possible: our sexist jokes are all in good fun, our friends' forcing 
themselves on drunken women is not really rape, women who are battered were asking for it. 
If someone challenges what others find acceptable, "the result is embarrassment, social 
friction, or outright anxiety" (p. 212). Because of groupthink in the diversity classroom, an 
outburst of anger may be the only thing that will remove the "blinders" from a group of 
students who think they are learning well but are actually making no new inroads into 
understanding their own place in the system of oppression. Of course, the dangers of 
groupthink are not limited to people who don't want to learn about sexism, racism, etc. 
Diversity educators themselves have also been accused of their own brand of groupthink, 
popularly termed "political correctness" (P.C.). In fact, many students come into a diversity 
class convinced that P.C. educators are going to try to 'brainwash' them or that multicultural 
sympathizers are going to censor people's language and insist on "correct" terminology. 
In-Groups, Out-Groups and the Power Differential 
Astounding as it may seem, aspiring to be normal can get people labeled as enemies 
by the normal. (Janeway, p. 248) 
The tendency to form "in-groups" and "out-groups" may be a human phenomenon that 
dates back to cave days. After hormones, it is probably the biggest source of acne for the 
teenage population. In-group favoritism and out-group discrimination could be seen as 
"inherent 'social competition' between one's social group and a relevant comparison group. 
Social competition is triggered by the individual's perception of group membership, and 
motivated by the individual's need for a positive social identity as a member of that group" 
(Garza and Borchert, 1990, p. 680). The phenomenon may be all right for cheering the home 
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football team on to victory, but it can bring out the worst in people. Bricher describes studies 
made by Tajfel and others (1971) showing that "merely dividing people into ingroups and 
outgroups is sufficient to lead to discriminative behaviour" (Skevington, 1989, p. 41). These 
studies showed that "15-year-old boys were willing to discriminate against members of other 
groups even when they had no information about the groups other than which group they 
themselves belonged to" (Skevington, 1989, p. 43). 
Such unreasoning discrimination is not limited to 15-year-olds; it is all too evident in 
the societal power imbalance Allport (1958) writes of, in which marginal people in out-groups 
have to accommodate the standards of the more powerful in-group in order to attempt to gain 
some of the privileges for themselves. Often the in-group defines itself in terms of what it is 
not, and feeds group morale by playing up the out-groups as enemies -- especially in times of 
economic hardship or other crises. Simple generalizations and stereotypes serve to simplify 
identification of 'others' who don't fit in, and "word fetishism" (p. 187) reinforces the negative 
images: bitch, shrew, slut, nigger, kike, etc. 
Because people caught up in the groupthink mentality assume that their group is 
fundamentally good, they can mix in a touch of evil without giving it a thought. Blee 
describes how the Klan became such a popular, upstanding, everyday source of fun and 
community for average white folks in the 1920's that people gained a "facile ability to fold 
bitter racial and religious bigotry into progressive politics" without noticing the contradictions 
(1991, p. 6). Out-groups very readily become the objects of blame for social ills, which makes 
them targets for scapegoating — an easy means of "assuaging wrath": "Anger wants a personal 
victim, and wants it now" (Allport, 1958, p. 247). 
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The Anger Differential 
Many people in privileged groups are not inclined to depend on stereotyping and 
discriminatory behavior. In some people, though, prejudice seems to take hold with a 
vengeance, producing the kind of hostility that readily generates anger and aggression. Why is 
this? Allport believes that prejudicial hatred stems from "frustrated affiliative desire and the 
attendant humiliation to one's self-esteem or to one's values," which means that "in order to 
avoid hurt and achieve at least an island of security it is safer to exclude than to include" 
(1958, p. 343). This can become a fixed personality trait in which "one's whole outlook calls 
for building defenses against threats" (p. 72). Insecurity and anxiety would make this person 
rely more than usual on emotionally charged, stereotyping schemata in order to stigmatize the 
'bad' out-groups. The prejudicially-oriented personality also has a tendency toward anger due 
to an "extropunitive" way of making meaning — namely, blaming frustrations on external 
factors (p. 330). As Staub points out, 
**• 
...insecurity, aggressive competitiveness (combined with economic hard times), 
individualism that isolates and thereby makes one vulnerable to hate groups, and a 
sense of superiority and concomitant belief in the right to dominate others or at least to 
bring to them the 'right' values and ways of life are all facets of the kind of mentality 
that leads to genocide and group violence. (1989, pp. 240-1) 
Meanwhile, people in the non-privileged groups may find themselves without much 
capacity for anger. Novaco points out that "whether one experiences anxiety or anger is a 
function of one's coercive power relative to the provoking person" 1976, p. 1124). Studies 
have shown "that anger is less likely to be aroused by the actions of persons of high status": 
On a psychological level... a provocation by a superior is more likely to be appraised 
as justified or legitimate... and... even if a provocation by a superior is appraised as 
unjustified, it may lead to indifference or depression, rather than anger, if retaliation is 
not a viable response. (Averill, 1978, p. 45) 
Anger as a response is made even less likely by what Freire terms a subordinate person's 
"magical belief" in the power and rightness of the oppressor, which encourages fatalistic 
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acceptance and passivity (1970, p. 50). Allport suggests that such acquiescence can be "a 
salutary mode of ego defense": "One who develops a withdrawn and supine manner may be 
actually rewarded with a certain degree of protection" (1958, p. 143). As mentioned above in 
Chapter I (p. 5), Miller points out that In order to fit the dominant's concept of "normal," 
subordinates "grow up constructing complex psychological tendencies based on inner beliefs 
that they are weak, unworthy, have no right or cause to be angry" (1983, p. 3). 
It is difficult for people in the subordinate group to get perspective on their situation 
and can be even more difficult to try to change it. Tavris notes that the "step from knowledge 
of the group situation to an understanding of one's own situation, which is a small step 
logically, can become a chasm psychologically" (1982, p. 265): 
For anger to arise from change, confusion, and dissatisfaction, a person must have a 
coherent explanation: a new way to interpret old grievances, a theory that the 
individual can apply to his or her own life, and alternatives to that life that the 
individual thinks are feasible. (Tavris, 1982, p. 268) 
Even if persons in non-privileged groups do manage to get past their own psychological 
barriers and express anger, "this is one of the emotions that no dominant group ever wants to 
allow in subordinates" (Miller, 1983, p.2). Furthermore, "the lower our status, the more our 
manner of seeing and feeling is subject to being discredited, and the less believable it 
becomes" (Hochschild, 1983, p. 173). Subordinates' anger is easily invalidated as neuroticism, 
maladjustment, hostility, etc.; if this doesn't work, it can be suppressed through threat or direct 
force, including economic and social survival. Or, as Jane way points out, protests can be 
deflated with sympathy and understanding: 
"Naturally they are angry!" say normal folk. "Who wouldn't be resentful in then- 
position?" So resentment is built into a continuing situation. It does not become a 
force for revaluation but simply a background noise. The powerful take it for granted 
and cease to register the shouts from below. Objects of charity cannot be the agents of 
change. (1980, pp. 247-8) 
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Theorists agree that anger ~ even rage -- is essential to make any change in the power 
imbalance. But as Tavris points out, it is difficult to "keep the anger flowing against 
something so huge and amorphous as "the system": "When powerless people are blocked from 
effective action, a typical response, especially in this highly individualized culture, is to 
redefine the problem as a private matter instead of an organizational one" (p. 274). 
Summary 
The tendency to pre-judge and classify elements in the environment is wired into the 
human mind in order to make sense of a fundamentally chaotic world. But all too easily, pre¬ 
judging turns into the emotionally driven way of differentiating self from other known as 
prejudice. Stereotyping is a form of our schematic labeling system gone awry. Prejudice 
focuses on the most visible difference in the other, imbues this with an emotional tone, and 
builds a simplistic profile of the person or group that has little to do with reality. Often, 
anxiety is at the bottom of the prejudice. In the classroom anxiety restricts learning by 
encouraging the recall of stereotyped schemata to reinforce the prejudice, and tends to brings 
on anger and defensiveness as well. 
On a larger scale, prejudice can take the form of "groupthink": members of an "in¬ 
group" encourage each other in a homogenous way of categorizing and dealing with "out¬ 
groups." Because of the power differential in most societies, prejudicial members of the 
privileged in-group tend to denigrate less privileged folks by labeling them according to 
popular stereotypes and then dumping blame and anger onto them through the technique 
known as "scapegoating." 
The prejudicial personality is based on anxiety: the typical bigot has an "island of 
safety" mentality which prompts him or her to define, judge, and blame others and use anger 
and aggression to fortify his or her stance. Members of the non-privileged groups tend to buy 
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into reality as defined by those in power. Anger is generally less of a possibility for them 
since they are less likely to appraise their situation as anger-provoking or, if they do, to have 
their anger validated as a justified expression of protest. Nevertheless, their anger is necessary 
to restore the balance of power on individual and global levels. 
Anger in Classes on Sexism 
Psychologically, the crux of the matter is that the familiar provides the indispensable 
basis of our existence. (Allport, 1958, p. 29) 
Background: The Theories and the Givens 
Peda202\ o f the Oppressed 
Paulo Freire (1970) terms traditional pedagogy "banking education." Metaphorically 
speaking, the traditional teacher presents the students with facts out of a vault of knowledge 
for them to use or store in their mental safety deposit boxes. Emotions have little place in this 
academic tradition: The teacher is supposed to have an authoritative handle on certain truths, 
and present these in as purely cognitive a manner as possible. Certainly, "banking education" 
is a time-honored and excellent mode of learning. For centuries knowledge was accumulated 
and passed on in the elevated realm of "masculine thoughts" (see Philo above, p, 48); 
universities kept emotions — and women ~ out of the educational process, only allowing 
"propriate" (see above, p. 73) enthusiasm for the subject matter. 
In recent years some scholars have come to question whether "academic norms of 
rationality, impersonality and formality, which militate against the free expression of even 
positive emotions in class" are "conducive to learning" (Bowen, Seltzer, and Wilson, 1987, 
p. 1). Their point is well taken if, as theorists have proposed, emotions provide the key to 
what we will or will not learn and later recall, especially when prejudice is involved. 
Mathematical equations, Shakespeare, or Caesar's Gallic expeditions don't generally pose a 
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threat to the self structure, but issues of diversity almost always do. We will now rejoin Deay 
and Stitzel in their Women's Studies class (see above, p. 72) and consider how to approach 
their recalcitrant students. 
A teacher who might attempt to present these students with a new perspective, in the 
manner of banking education, would almost certainly come up against a solid front line of 
defensive emotions. By contrast, Freire insists on a facilitative approach that allows people to 
work through their emotions by exploring felt contradictions in their lives. His method holds 
true for members of both privileged and non-privileged groups, but focuses on the latter. 
Since the oppressed, in his view, have been reduced to objects, they can only regain full 
humanity through dialogue as subjects -- through "co-involvement" and "co-intentionality" 
(1988, p. 55). With guidance from the instructor, the students share experiences and learn 
from each other and are thus encouraged to redefine reality on their own terms rather than in 
the hitherto unquestioned terms of the societal power structure. Freire's Pedagogy of the 
Oppressed lays the groundwork for diversity education. 
Feminist Pedagogy 
Feminist educators base their approach to teaching on a like premise that social 
transformation can only be achieved "through the shared conceptualizations and meanings of 
our exploitation as women" (Lewis, 1993, p. 4, citing Sheila Radford-Hill, 1986). Both Freire 
and Lewis understand the powerful stance of silence chosen by the oppressed as a means of 
maintaining selfhood; both are concerned with helping turn this silence into a language of 
social action. Such a transformation is acknowledgedly an emotional undertaking. Traditional 
"banking" education won't cut the mustard: "the simple dichotomizaiion of the 
emotional/psychological from the material/concrete undercuts our understanding of the 
complexity of women's subordination/ exploitation..." (Lewis, 1993, p. 66). 
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Lewis further points out that emotions are "particularly appropriate to studies of 
intergroup relations between the sexes" (p. 40). Many feminist educators would agree that in 
sexism, the already loaded dynamics of prejudice and power are even further charged with 
tensions over sexuality. First, there are heterosexual tensions. Simply put, heterosexual 
women tend to want to bed down with — or at the very least care for - those who oppress 
them, namely men. Secondly, and more insidiously, sexism has an abhorrent underbelly of 
ingrained homophobia and so is bound to that form of oppression.4 Most people have been 
thoroughly socialized to maintain constant, visible proof that they are not lesbian or gay. 
Emotions run so high around sexual orientation that laws are enacted almost yearly to allay 
public anxieties. Acts of aggressive anger against both women and homosexuals are rampant. 
Gender in the Classroom 
Gender socialization works so strongly on how people behave and interact in class, 
that Garza and Borchert concluded from their studies on intergroup relations: "Gender does 
not occupy the same niche as ethnicity or nationality in determining intergroup behavior..." 
(1990, p. 690). Generally women and men tend to behave quite differently in the classroom. 
Evidently the 'collaboration versus competition' thing just will not go away. Studies done back 
in the 1970's showed that in mixed gender settings, females responded cooperatively in 
cooperative and competitive situations, while males responded even more competitively in 
cooperative situations than in competitive ones (Garza and Borchert, 1990). These studies 
were done 20 years ago, but just recently a popular psychologist, Dr. Dan Gottlieb, wrote for 
the Health section of the Philadelphia Inquirer that girls still "play cooperative games in small 
4For more information on this topic, readers are advised to seek out Suzanne Phan's 
illuminating book. Homophobia: A Weapon of Sexism (Inverness, CA: Chardon Press, c!988). 
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groups while boys play competitive games in large groups" (October 7, 1996, p. El2). Indeed, 
readers will see this very phenomenon in action in Chapter VI. 
Perhaps women are learning to be more cutthroat as they make some inroads into 
traditional male spheres of operation, but studies have shown that women tend to be just plain 
nicer in the classroom. In one-on-one discussions Brandstatter found that, compared to men, 
"women are more sensitive to friendliness, expect more yielding of a friendly partner, and are 
better prepared to return friendliness and yielding if their expectations are met" (1985, p. 261). 
They also more clearly reciprocate friendliness, and try harder and longer to establish 
friendliness where none is reciprocated (p. 270). Furthermore, Skevington has found that 
women are more inclined than men to try to form a "communal social identity" with people of 
different social groups, and asserts that if women are in the majority in a mixed gender setting, 
they "provide a more positive climate in which to work for both sexes" (p. 56). Certainly this 
assertion makes sense in view of the way women have been socialized to do the emotion work 
and caretaking for the species. In fact, caretaking is still one of the major tasks for many 
female students, even in all-women classes: 
The absence of men in the classroom does not significantly diminish the psychological 
investment women are required to make in the emotional well-being of men -- an 
investment that goes well beyond the classroom into the private spaces of women's 
lives, and one which cannot easily be left at the classroom door. (Lewis, 1993, p. 159) 
So here we are in a class on sexism. We have a mixed-gender group interactively 
engaged in exploring different perspectives on their supposedly shared reality. The atmosphere 
is emotionally charged due to heterosexual and homophobic tensions. Within this basically 
collaborative situation the hapless males are desperately competing without knowing what for; 
the nurturing females are patiently reaching out to them, trying to form a community. Given 
the power imbalance, the gender differences, and the overriding compulsion among many 
students of both sexes to maintain the status quo, anger is inevitable. What does it look like? 
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Anger Rears its Head 
In her work as a feminist teacher, Lewis has come to visualize the anger that comes up 
in class as having "two faces" (1993, p. 3). The positive face is the anger that feminists have 
proclaimed an "expression of transformed consciousness" (p. 76). This is the anger teachers 
hope to see emerge in a class on sexism — the "driving force for efforts at social change" 
(Novaco, 1976, p. 1125). It is often a difficult kind of anger to bring up, though, because it 
dislodges women from the security of familiar feelings and ways of making meaning: 
Anger is the energy mediating the transformation from damage to wholeness. But to 
experience anger as a white woman is a risk-filled event because it looses, 
momentarily at least, one's biological, psychological, social, economic and sexual 
moorings in the dominant culture. (Culley, 1985, p. 211-12) 
However, the more likely face of anger to emerge, almost immediately and with a 
variety of predictable expressions, is the negative anger of defense and denial. These two 
faces of anger correspond to Beck's (1988) terms, "dilation" and "constriction," which describe 
student reactions to challenge. The happier response, of course, is "dilation" — broadening the 
"perceptual field in order to reorganize it on a more comprehensive level" (p. 242). In other 
words, the student embraces accommodative learning with the enthusiasm of a soul in search 
of developmental breakthroughs and reacts with energizing anger to hitherto unrecognized 
injustices. The unhappy angry face is an aspect of "constriction" — "ignoring or denying 
certain events" or "subtracting from reality" so that personal "constructs are confirmed rather 
than invalidated" (p. 241). Before we examine what this unhappy face looks like, let us take a 
look at some of the "lacunae" and "fetishes" (see above, p. 82) that students bring into class 
with them, which make constriction likely and negative anger virtually inevitable. 
The Stage is Set for Defensive Anger 
Values. We have seen that anger can serves to protect our cherished values (see 
Chapter II). There are a number of values and beliefs that classes on sexism tend to trigger 
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almost immediately. For one thing, and a big thing it is, there is religion. Hutchinson and 
Schechterman report that "the more often participants in this study attended church, the more 
conservative were their attitudes toward women" (1987, p. 14). Organized religions are 
notorious for keeping women in a subordinate position. But instructors often tiptoe around the 
issue — and this writer follows suit. 
Along with religious beliefs, there are a number of widespread and heartfelt secular 
beliefs that run counter to diversity education. For one thing, yes Virginia, there is a Santa 
Claus, and furthermore this is a society built on equality and free enterprise. Many students, 
both male and female, have bought into the all-American myth of individual success based on 
a system of winners and losers. These students enter the diversity classroom believing that 
success is "a matter of will and that those who do not have it all experienced a failure of will" 
(Culley, 1985, p. 209). They do not want to hear otherwise. Culley adds that these days, 
female students have been brought up believing in unlimited opportunity for them as women, 
and many resent or simply deny the idea that their lives might be limited in any way. 
By the 1980's, if not sooner, many people got sick of hearing about sexism and 
decided that it didn't exist any more. This is beyond a doubt the most pervasive attitude 
students bring into class. Culley (1985) describes how white women come in to class thinking 
the battle is long since won; black women come in knowing that racism is alive and well but 
not wanting to identify with the less pressing concerns of white women in matters of sexism. 
In addition there is a widespread belief that feminists are a bunch of radical, man-hating 
women -- probably lesbians — who will try to brainwash 'normal' students or at least stifle 
them with "politically correct" and ultimately silly new ways of saying things. 
Among folks who are more enlightened about matters of sexism, racism, etc., a 
common expectation is that other people taking the class will share their views. Like the 
participants in Brandstatter's (1985) study on reactions to debate, they expect their fellow 
students "to behave in a way that is appropriate to the situation"; if values are shared, there is 
an expectation "that reaching an agreement will not be too difficult and that the partner will 
behave in a friendly manner" (p. 261). When this doesn't happen, as in Brandstatter's study, 
the dashed expectations generally lead to feelings of offense and anger. 
Gripes and Aggravations. Students can also come in already annoyed or frustrated 
over various related issues. For one thing, many people like structure and clarity in life; 
without it, they feel insecure and anxious -- which, as we know, can all too readily end in 
anger. Evidently churchgoers, men in general, and people tending toward authoritarianism 
have tended more than others to be the most biased against feminism and the women's 
movement (Hutchinson and Schechterman, 1987, p. 14). This may be at least partly due to the 
loss of structure around gender guidelines: 
Common female role expectations included waiting for the male to ask for a date, 
participating only in 'lady-like' sports, performing domestic responsibilities, being only 
moderately assertive.... Such distinct, although unsubstantiated, guidelines no longer 
exist. (Hutchinson and Schechterman, 1987, p. 4) 
Women feel conflicted about how they should act and what they should expect from men; men 
don't know where they stand in relation to women they never understood in the first place. 
Just the other day a man complained to me about "the women's lib thing" which has made him 
miserable at work: He can no longer tell women from men unless the women are wearing 
lipstick and, worse yet, he has to watch what he says all the time for fear of offending his 
female coworkers. Is this man from another planet? Is he Rip Van Winkle? Alas, he is a 
quite ordinary, middle-age man, who goes off to work every day hoping that the women at his 
job will choose to wear what another fellow recently called "fuck me clothes" rather than 
"fuck you clothes." But I am not angry, oh no. 
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Also, Bricher (1989, citing Konecni, 1979) calls our attention to the delayed effect of 
"aversive events" on intergroup situations, influencing people to think more stereotypically and 
negatively toward members of another social group and possibly to act aggressively toward 
them. Students might come into class disturbed by something like the outcome of the O. J. 
Simpson trial and, perhaps without even bringing up the trial itself, find themselves galvanized 
into warring factions — male vs. female, black vs. white. 
Personality Factors. Bowen, Seltzer, Wilson note that pre-existing "dysfunctional 
emotions" like "anxiety, boredom, or hostility in students or teachers can become a major 
barrier to communication and attention" (1987, p.2; my italics). Like an overcast sky they 
make an angry storm more likely. As Averill and others have pointed out, it would be 
impossible to name all the potential sources of anger, but it may be helpful to recall from 
above some of the underlying elements that make anger likely: 
- underlying personal traumas or problems 
- fear and anxiety, especially in males 
- insecurity, low self esteem 
- inner conflicts that need to be covered up 
- prejudices that demand defense 
Some students come into class with a chip on the shoulder, others with a whole log. 
Downs describes the log-bearer as the "oppositional student" who "argues for argument's sake 
and sees conflict as a form of stimulating communication" (1992, p. 106). She explains that 
these students might lack communication skills, or may have been rewarded in the past for 
aggressive behavior, or might simply see the class as a good place to vent. They "may hide 
behind a veneer of charm," or they may be openly negative and even nasty. Whatever the 
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case, "their whole being says they are superior to you, resent their classmates, and cannot wait 
to pick a fight" (Downs, 1992, p. 106). 
The Power Imbalance. Bringing together two or more unlike groups of people to 
discuss diversity invites the venting of built-up frustrations, and if there is a power imbalance 
(one group more privileged, more numerous, or more aggressive) the discomfort is heightened. 
Garza and Borchert (1990) point out that just being in the minority tends to make people think 
of themselves in terms of the distinguishing factor (gender, race, etc.) and feel prickly or 
vulnerable. They cite studies showing that "as a 'socially subordinate' group in a male- 
dominated society, women, when their gender is in the numerical minority, will engage in 
social competition in an attempt to enhance social identity" (1990, p. 679). And studies of 
Hispanic/Anglo intergroup behavior have implied that many groups placed in a minority 
position will become more competitive and less cooperative (Garza and Borchert, 1990). 
Such a situation can obviously create feelings of anxiety and hostility conducive to anger. 
No matter what the ratio may be in a classroom, when members of a non-privileged 
group come up against insensitivities expressed by privileged group members, they may well 
either shut down in anger or explode: 
Each... insensitivity evokes memories of countless others. Besides, anger is a 
necessary emotion for those who must constantly exercise vigilance and retain their 
self-respect in the face of systematic social prejudice and discrimination. 
Insensitivities from outsiders one trusts make insiders especially bitter and pessimistic 
about hopes for change, and anger is often an inevitable corollary. 
(Narayan, 1988, pp. 46-47) 
Narayan also points out that "insiders" in the non-privileged group... 
...are often fed up with the burden of constantly having to explain themselves and their 
perceptions to outsiders, and bitter about the fact that, while they must unavoidably 
live and function in the outsider's world, the outsider has no such imperative to 
understand their world and their experience. (p. 47) 
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If these frustrations and aggravations do get expressed, members of the privileged 
group become equally frustrated and irate when they find themselves confronted with this wall 
of anger from the 'other' folks they came here to sympathize with and now find they do not 
understand: "Too often, even the most resolute possessors of good-will will find themselves 
baffled and angered by failures of communication" (Narayan, 1988, p. 34). Often, the reaction 
is not a healthy one: 
The blame for black anger over discrimination is shifted from the oppressor to the 
oppressed. Blacks who are angry are the ones with the "problem".... This invalidation 
of anger can be viewed as a pervasive means of social control in that there is no 
attempt to consider the social context in which anger arises. (Biaggio, 1986, pp. 6-7) 
The angry stance bears great similarity to the oppressive stance5 and in fact, is a favorite 
stance with members of privileged groups. And as we have seen, men have been socialized to 
do anger rather than anxiety (see Chapter III). 
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Freire points out that since the oppressed have internalized the interests of the 
oppressors, they misplace their anger onto themselves and their peers (1988, p. 48). Indeed, 
women's built-in misogyny and need for men's approval generally get played out in classes on 
sexism, especially when men are present Many members of the non-privileged group, in our 
case women, often cannot or do not dare feel anger toward the 'oppressor' group due to the 
factors of caretaking, understanding, and lack of power that we have discussed in Chapter III. 
If they express anger at all, it is not directed at the men but toward themselves, the other 
women, or women in general for 'male bashing' rather than taking responsibility as strong 
individuals. This becomes a source of great irritation for their more feminist peers and usually 
evolves into one of the main conflicts in the classroom. 
5Both insist on separation and some amount of distortion; both create an enemy from a self- 
protective agenda -- an enemy that cannot be understood or empathized with. Like the angry person, 
the prejudiced person stands in moral judgment. Stevick, for instance, notes that anger feels 
"oppressive" because we "attempt to define the other" in order to fortify our own position (1983, p 19). 
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Many women never express any anger in class, but experience a great deal of 
emotional upheaval within their silence. Klein notes that "for all women, the process of 
having been socialized as members of the 'second sex', in which the devaluation - and hatred -- 
of women plays an important part, leaves its mark. This makes for a potentially explosive 
classroom full of 'survivors'" (1987, p. 197).6 
The Defensive Face of Anger and Denial 
Pushing people toward unwanted learning often causes what we have come to know 
and love as the "totalitarian ego" to swing into operation, "denying, distorting, or ignoring the 
data" (Beck, 1988, p. 242). Among a predictable array of responses, Lewis recounts the ways 
she has been written off: the teacher is old and out of touch with the times; the teacher is 
causing the problem by forcing a discussion of it; the teacher and any female students who 
agree with her are "bitter and 'just angry7 because they have made the 'wrong' choices and now 
want to blame men for it" (1993, p. 64). Culley (1985) notes that there is always the option 
of writing the teacher off as a lesbian (or gay), or questioning the validity of her statistics, or 
pointing out that many women choose to be prostitutes, to stay home with the kids, etc. 
Allport has conveniently listed some popular methods of rationalization or denial that can ward 
off unwelcome reality and bolster one's prejudices: 
- use selective "evidence" (picking only facts that support your bias) 
- cite "others" who support your prejudicial belief 
- shift blame from yourself back onto the accuser 
- bifurcation - condemn the group as a whole, but acknowledge exceptions 
- compromise - let's do this half and half or gradually 
- alternation ~ sometimes act like a bigot, sometimes not. 
- deny guilt: there's no reason to feel guilty...look how happy they are! 
6If one were to view the anger in this class from the viewpoint of the Jackson/Hardiman Social 
Identity Development model outlined in Chapter I, the irritated and values-defensive men and women 
described above would represent people at the "Acceptance" and very early "Resistance" levels. The 
more enlightened students, offended by their classmates' dissension and resistance, would generally be in 
the Resistance and Redefinition phases — as would be any other positively energized, angry women. 
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- discredit the accuser 
- justify conditions (that's the way things have always been). 
(1958, pp. 317-320, 346-7) 
Another defensive tack against a group learning experience that Beck mentions is 
"pairing" with people whose views support your own (1988, p. 250). This can take the form 
of "hostile" pairing - in other words, forming a private in-group based on negative bonding in 
face of a common enemy. Beck points out that "in general... constricting participants will see 
people who are similar to them as being helpful in understanding group processes, whereas 
dilating participants will see people who are unlike them as being helpful in identifying what 
is going on in the group" (1988, p. 255). 
Challenge can generate accommodative learning; accommodative learning can generate 
conflict -- both external and internal, with concomitant feelings of guilt, shame, and anger. 
Culley calls the negativity that starts bouncing around "free-floating anger" which "often fixes 
itself upon inappropriate objects, particularly upon other students" (1985, p. 213). When 
conflict arises, some defensive students might react with aggressive hostility, bullying people 
to get rid of the threatening input. And these expressions of anger can bring on more anger as 
people find themselves unreasonably pushed or attacked. 
Reactions to Anger and Aggression 
When anger does come up in the classroom (as elsewhere in life), there is generally 
widespread discomfort. This includes discomfort with one's own anger. Studies by Sharkin 
and Gelso (1991) revealed that whether people were anger-prone and expressed it, or 
disinclined to anger and suppressed it, "anger discomfort" occurred — and the greater the 
discomfort the less control. Evidently the fear of "uncertain possibilities of future external 
conflict (e.g., surrounding the other person's aggression, retaliation, or rejection), as well as 
internal conflict (e.g., guilt, fear of separation), offers a powerful restraint on the direct 
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expression of anger and resentment" (Biaggio, 1986, p. 5). Studies cited by Biaggio showed 
that both observers and recipients of anger were extremely discomfited and generally tried to 
diffuse or deflect the anger. 
In his studies on argumentive discussion, Brandstatter (1985) found that interacting 
participants invalidated an aggressor's attacks by attributing his or her anger to a personality 
trait, especially if the material was more factual than values-based. Brandstatter also found 
that if people yielded to an aggressive opponent, they often changed their mind later: 
Concessions to the demands of an aggressive speaker are probably caused less by 
attention to... the information conveyed by the arguments than by emotional pressure, 
and are therefore revoked as soon as the person feels free again. (1985, p. 265) 
On the other hand, neutrality was considered preferable to people within a dispute, but that 
both men and women watching the dispute "were equally influenced by an aggressive as by an 
emotionally neutral confederate" (p. 263). And people who shared the aggressor's views 
actually condoned his or her hostility. 
Brandstatter's findings that both men and women observing a debate are impressed by 
a certain amount of aggressiveness may be due to the persistent "general bias in favor of men 
or masculine role-oriented persons in evaluation of performances, as well as a bias against 
competent women that "was not lessening in response to the women's movement (Powers- 
Alexander et al., 1983, p. 5). One would hope that these biases have weakened by the 1990's, 
but judging from the national negative response toward Hillary Clinton, it does not seem 
likely. Back in 1978 Casaline & Abramowitz concluded "that the Women's Rights Movement 
might need to concentrate more effort than it has on dispelling male stereotypes of liberated 
women" (Hutchinson and Schechterman, 1987, p. 6)." Evidendy this is an ongoing problem. 
Whether students are participating in conflict or observing it, Skevington posits that 
"the residual effects of anger are usually negative responses, such as beliefs that others are 
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threatening and feelings of resentment" (1989, p. 41). Surely this will be the case if the anger 
is expressed poorly and/or received poorly — as is most often the case. How is the teacher to 
cope with all this negativity? 
Dealing with Anger: The Teacher in the Lions' Den 
Trying to Avoid Unwanted Anger 
Bowen, Seltzer, and Wilson (1987) advise that teachers who are uncomfortable with 
emotions avoid them in the classroom. Obviously, in the diversity classroom this is 
impossible. One computer enthusiast suggests that the "electronic classroom" is the ideal 
forum for discussing social diversity issues without having to deal with problems of visual 
stereotyping or especially with the 'groupthink' phenomenon (see above, p. 92): 
Because there is no requirement to go on to achieve consensus, synchronous software 
can facilitate diversity better than the usual collaborative learning group whose goal of 
consensus has been criticized because it "suppresses difference, and enforces 
conformity" (Trimbur, p. 602). (Bump, 1993, p. 8) 
It would be a pity if communication between diverse groups could only take place in 
an out-of-body experience. Teachers who have survived the lions' den offer some words of 
advice on it Beck suggests that to avoid bringing on "constriction" with its array of 
discomfiting emotions, the instructor should concentrate on making the participants feel safe - 
accepted and supported by the group rather than defensive or invalidated — so that they can 
broaden their understanding in "dilation" (1988, p. 254). Likewise, in order to achieve what 
she calls "passionate involvement," Klein advises developing "an atmosphere of mutual 
respect, trust, and community in the classroom... and share your own stuff" (1987, pp. 198-9). 
Educators generally agree that establishing safety is a prerequisite for entering into a 
discussion on diversity; to do so, it is advisable to establish communal groundrules and then 
help people become comfortable working together with some collaborative, low-risk activities. 
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The key to working constructively through emotions as they come up, and especially anger, is 
remembering Freire's injunction to let the students share the power in exploring sexism. 
When Anger Happens Anvwav 
Seltzer, and Wilson (1987) note that the "best" teachers can convert negative emotions 
into positive ones. They recommend establishing norms of both support and challenge. From 
the start the teacher should role-model taking risks, but also give students choices about level 
of risks they will take. And for the diversity educator, it is imperative to think positively 
about negativity. As stated above, the tendency by the students may well be to attempt to 
diffuse or deflect anger — a natural impulse, which can make the situation worse: "This 
reaction can constitute an invalidation of the person's anger and a failure to recognize or accept 
the reasons for it" (p. 6). The instructor must resist the temptation to follow suit and pretend 
the anger isn't really there: "Denial or repression is an attempt to disregard reality; 
suppressing the expression of emotions... may be a subtle form of censorship erected by our 
own defenses and rationalized" (Bowen, Seltzer, Wilson, 1987, p. 9). Disheartened, 
vulnerable, possibly infuriated as she may feel, the teacher must "orchestrate" resistance and 
dissension, allowing "full expression" of defensive responses or "the group will travel no 
further (Culley, 1985, p. 212). 
When "strong feelings do emerge, the first step should be to help the struggling 
student articulate his or her feelings" (Bowen, Seltzer, and Wilson, 1987, p. 5). At the same 
time it is important to discourage defensive reactions by the other students, without 
downplaying their feelings. These authors recommend encouraging people to listen to the 
expressions of emotion without necessarily subscribing to them or responding, then having 
everyone analyze the feelings and positions that came up. Students often confuse feelings with 
opinions and perceptions; having them keep journals can help the teacher figure out where 
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emotions are distorting things. If the class is in a particularly disruptive state of conflict, they 
recommend "reflective behavioral feedback": describing the group's behavior, but letting them 
analyze it. This is particularly useful if scapegoating is going on - which can also happen to 
the instructor. 
Rozema stresses the importance of assertiveness skills. He advocates teaching the class 
"a positive, constructive manner of handling anger and frustration" as opposed to "aggressive 
approaches which are likely to escalate into severe conflict and bitterness" (1982, p.12). Klein 
also recommends that a teacher suggest ways to "receive criticism without feeling bereft of any 
kind of self-worth, and how to give criticism without feeling guilty" (1987, p.198). 
Assertiveness training books offer many excellent techniques for improving communication. 
For the hapless instructor faced with a hostile student. Downs (1992) recommends first 
trying to sort out what you yourself might be bringing to the tense relationship. Then confer 
with the student one-on-one in a neutral setting, trying to find a common ground. Discuss 
social skills, and try not to take attacks personally or become defensive. Talk with colleagues 
to gain perspective and get some suggestions. It may also help to integrate problem-solving 
and conflict resolution activities into the regular lessons. 
In-Groups/Out-Groups 
Skevington points out what should be obvious — that "in order to value relationships 
between groups it is necessary to select positive information about those outside the ingroup to 
develop a positive affective scheme" (1989, p. 55). There are numerous activities for 
accomplishing this, but the most important point is that the positive cannot be achieved by 
simply avoiding the negative. Klein (1987) points out that people in the target group tend to 
come to class already sick of explaining things to members of the agent group, and sick of 
feeling patronized. Meanwhile, many people in the agent group come to class afraid of getting 
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jumped on for 'saying the wrong thing/ The teacher needs to address these frustrations and 
fears or it will all end up in unresolved feelings of hostility. Narayan emphasizes that "good¬ 
will is not enough": folks in privileged groups (referred to below as "outsiders") need to talk 
about how they can say things without unintentionally offending those in the non-privileged 
groups (1988, p. 31). 
Outsiders must... realize that insiders are specially vulnerable to insensitivities from 
outsiders whose good will they have accepted and who they have begun to trust.... 
They [should] proceed with what I have called 'methodological humility' and 
'methodological caution' and focus more careful attention on the implications of what 
they say. (Narayan, 1988, p.46) 
Consideration needs to go both ways. Narayan also suggests that insiders try to raise issues of 
insensitivity from outsiders "with some rein on their anger" (pp. 46-47). 
More specific to the classroom on sexism are the genderized dynamics of inequity 
described above, which are unique to the arena of sexism and make it such an emotionally 
overloaded battleground. Lewis points out that "a dialectic develops between students and the 
curriculum in such a way that the classroom dynamics created by the topic of discussion 
reflect the social organization of gender inequality (1993, p. 178). Women caretake the men, 
look to the men for rewards, blame women for their own exploitation and the teacher for 
'creating' sexism. Freire's approach is the key to dealing with this situation. Deay and Stitzel, 
for instance, had their hostile and disbelieving class really "pay attention" to their environment 
and gather their own data for discussion, with the result that "denial was more difficult when 
they had themselves provided the data for the discussion" (1991, p. 30). Lewis recommends 
several out of a range of tactics: exploring the relationship between classroom dynamics and 
society at large, turning challenges back on the students pushing them to come up with 
different meanings, disrupting the "order of hierarchy regarding who can speak and on whose 
behalf, having the men explore the "parameters of their own privilege" (1993, p. 179). 
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As discussed above (p. 89), anxiety can exacerbate the negative effects of stereotyping, 
constrict learning, and make defensive anger and aggression based on prejudices even more 
likely. Williams suggests that a teacher try to counteract these effects by keeping a relaxed 
manner, emphasizing details, and helping the students develop adequate behavioral scripts for 
coping (1988, p. 175). 
What about Making Students Angry on Purpose? 
Bump emphasizes that, though conflict may be difficult, it can ultimately engender 
better bonding between groups if the teacher can work on their "emotional literacy": "...as the 
individuals generate their dessensus and focus on their emotions they discover powerful 
bonds... the paradox of simultaneous difference and similarity" (1993, p. 9). In fact, many 
teachers feel that anger is one of the best things that can happen in a class -- not only the 
energizing, transformative anger that people in the oppressed group almost need to feel to 
make progress, but also the defensive variety. Some teachers even try to bring anger up on 
purpose by playing the 'devil's advocate' or revving people up in debate mode. Unsay feels 
that such "contrived emotions" are detrimental to learning: "Emotions that are not currently 
experienced should not be manipulated into being. This means that exercises planned to evoke 
particular emotions as fodder for the class discussion are inappropriate and possibly abusive 
(1992, p. 32)." Bowen, Seltzer, and Wilson agree: 
Activities that are highly manipulative, those which mislead students, and those which 
create power differences or conflict may also create gratuitous emotions without 
adding to the learning. In some cases, the learning points may be lost and what 
students really learn is that it is permissible for authority figures (in this instance, the 
instructor) to 'play God' if they have both sufficient power and adequate conviction 
that they know what is good for others. (1987, p. 3) 
Whether or not to manipulate anger into being in class is an interesting point of 
dispute. The readers of this dissertation will see this very phenomenon occur, though very 
differently, in both classes under observation. We will be able to draw our own conclusions. 
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The Instructor 
In education, in marriage, in religion, in everything, disappointment is the lot of 
women. It shall be the business of my life to deepen this disappointment in every 
woman's heart until she bows down to it no longer. 
(Lucy Stone, 1855, in Culley, 1985, p. 210). 
As with Freire, the goal of a feminist educator is "social transformation" (Lewis, 1993, 
p. 4). Transformation does not come easily. It may be only through "passionate teaching" 
that such a transformation can come about (Klein, 1987, p. 201): the teacher who can role 
model risk-taking and be vulnerable enough to reveal some of her own emotions. I use the 
female pronoun advisedly, because I agree with Culley that male teachers "cannot be the 
agents of the deepest transformations in a culture where women have been schooled to look to 
male authority and to search for male approval as the basis of self worth" (1985, p. 211). 
A 
Nevertheless, as we have seen, students are suspicious of female teachers, and also 
prejudiced against them as authority figures. Culley points out that the female teacher comes 
to class "with her authority in question" (p. 213) and has to work harder than male teachers to 
establish the respect that is the men's prerogative. This challenge is made even more difficult 
by the students' tendency to direct their anger toward the teacher when challenged in their 
beliefs. She notes that simply by challenging the students' view of themselves and their world, 
the teacher who is "doing her job" will invariably become "the object of some students' 
unexamined anger" (1985, p. 214). 
Opinions vary on how the feminist teacher should deal with her tentative hold on 
authority. Culley and Linsay both echo Freire's philosophy that she should seek "authority 
with, not authority over..." (Culley, 1985, p. 215). In Linsa/s words, "there is no teacher who 
is not also a learner, and no learner who is not also a teacher.... If a teacher feels that he or 
she knows everything and is here to give it to the students, all real learning is already 
blocked... because learning cannot be given" (1992, p. 29). Culley insists that the true feminist 
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teacher should not fall back on "illusions" of authority, whether "the authority of tradition, of 
the academic disciplines, of the dominant culture (if she is white), or of the institutional 
structures within which she operates" (1985, p. 215). On the other hand, Klein emphasizes the 
importance of authority, advising that the teacher participate in the group learning experience, 
but with reservations. She should retain the authority of superior knowledge and skills, and 
not hide behind the safer "modesty of simply facilitating others' learning" (1987, pp. 194-195) 
-- "share the leadership, but retain more power than students" (p. 199). 
What about anger in the teacher? Some feminist educators like Deay and Stitzel of the 
Introduction to this chapter, are quite adamant that it is detrimental for the teacher to reveal 
her anger, as this only undermines her credibility and authority. Confronted with that classfull 
of exasperating disbelievers, they were convinced that they needed to cover up their own anger 
and create "an atmosphere in which our challenges to the students would not be felt as threats, 
and in which their experiences would be valued and attended to..." (1991, p. 29). By contrast, 
Culley is adamant that students need to recognize the validity of the instructor's feminist anger 
in order to make any real progress. According to her, part of the teacher's job must be 
converting the write-off of "bitter, angry women" into respect for "the authority of our anger." 
The "real danger of anger in the feminist classroom... is if we cause our students to assume the 
burden of emotions we will not acknowledge as also our own.... Part of my responsibility as a 
feminist teacher is to share that energy with my students, not protect them from it" (Culley, 
1985, p. 216). Bowen, Seltzer, and Wilson offer three sound principles that establish a good 
middle ground between these opposing views: 
1) self knowledge (get feedback) 
2) self management -- a "strong expression of anger or other emotions may be 
inappropriate" 
3) assertiveness skills -- express your own opinions and feelings in a way that enables 
others to do so as well. (1987, p.10) 
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Walking the fine line between participating and maintaining authority, role modeling 
anger and not revealing anger, is vague and fundamentally a matter of individual style. But the 
essential element needed is respect: 
Students tune in to how we teach as much as to what we teach. A professor lecturing 
to a class about respecting difference, who does not allow genuine disagreement with 
him or her in the classroom, is communicating lack of respect for difference no matter 
what the professor may ostensibly be saying. Indeed, dominating or intervening 
without modelling can be counterproductive, just as parents telling children to do one 
thing while they do the opposite does more harm than good. (Bump, 1993, p. 7) 
Downs points out that "we as teachers can be the source of conflicts": We may 
frustrate students with unreasonable or unclear demands, maintain inflexible rules, and resort to 
authoritarianism, thus establishing an atmosphere of fear and mistrust" (1992, p. 106). Bowen, 
Seltzer, and Wilson offer sound advice to the instructor who has erred: "Own up to mistakes 
as soon as possible and go on" (1987, p.13). 
The End Results 
A successful sexism class will engender forthright, energizing anger in the female 
students. The endeavor does not consist of telling the students that they should feel angry, or 
somehow stirring up angry feelings like the coach who revs up his or her team before a big 
game. This popular misconception of sexism classes is a myth. As women examine and 
reappraise their situation, they start to become angry. It is up to the teacher to help them 
focus on their feelings, express their anger, and see that it is validated. Instructors of women's 
self defense have found that "the students' belief in their rights was a precondition for resisting 
and being willing to fight" (Kidder, Boell, and Moyer, 1982, p. 15). Even in something as 
physical as self defense, the emphasis is on appraisal: teaching the women to re-appraise 
situations and learn to feel and express their anger directly" (p. 18). 
How do classes on sexism fare in raising consciousness and motivating people to make 
changes? Studies have shown good results in moving women toward a feminist identity: 
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First, almost all of the women commented that the course as a whole contributed to 
their resulting conception of themselves as feminists.... Second, the students' 
definitions of feminism generally ranged from realizing one's personal potential as a 
woman, to attempting to raise consciousness among friends and family, to public 
feminist activism. (Bargad and Hyde, 1991, p. 193) 
Geffner and McClure (1990) found that after a course on sex roles, female students expected 
women to be less dutiful towards husbands, to have more freedom like men, to hold jobs and 
still be feminine, to bring up children without sex-role stereotyping. They even approved the 
Equal Rights Amendment! But while Geffner and McClure found that the women's attitudes 
opened up significantly, the men "were hardly affected" by the course. The only change 
reported among the male students was that they "felt that women can do more jobs and still be 
feminine" (p. 6). Lewis has concluded that "listening may be the most revolutionary project 
men can begin to undertake" (1993, p. 164). 
Teaching men and women about sexism is an uphill battle. Bias against women is so 
ingrained in both sexes, that even those who are in theory sympathetic to feminism and 
women's issues continue to live their lives according to standard gender biases (Hutchinson 
and Schechtermann, 1987). Geffner and McClure found that "sex roles attitudes and 
stereotypes can be changed with appropriate experiences, although more deeply held 
personality characteristics or identities are probably less likely to change" (1990, p. 7). 
Furthermore, a study by Rapin and Cooper (1980) found that "feminists and nonfeminists did 
not differ in their ratings of stereotypic traits as applied to males and females" (Powers- 
Alexander et al., 1983, p. 7). Also, Kahn (1983) found that there were "no differences in the 
behavior of feminist and antifeminist males towards women despite their differences in 
attitudes reflected in their ratings of a confederate woman with whom they interacted" (p. 7). 
One hopeful note in these rather disheartening studies was that androgyny seemed to 
be respected by both sexes: "both male and female subjects attribute more skill to a person 
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attempting a program of study that is nontraditional for his or her sex" (Powers-Alexander et 
al., 1983, p. 19). Also, it was found that feminism provides a healthy boost to women's self 
esteem. Elmore and Vasu (1986) found that positive attitudes in women toward feminist 
issues boosted their scores in domains they considered masculine. Even though these women 
had less background and lower ability than the men taking statistics tests, they felt more 
positive about their ability and actually performed better than the men! 
Summary 
Diversity education is an emotionally charged enterprise, particularly where sexuality 
is involved. Traditional educational methods fall short of reaching students, therefore Freirean 
and feminist pedagogy are grounded in "co-involvement" and "co-intentionality" (1988, p. 55). 
By sharing experiences students are encouraged to work through emotions and define reality 
on their own terms. Anger is one of the more prominent emotions that invariably comes up. 
Anger that comes up in the class on sexism has "two faces" which correspond to 
constrictive (or defensive) and dilatory (or expansive, energizing) reactions to new learning. 
Unfortunately, there are many ways that the stage is set for defensive anger to occur. 
Cherished beliefs, whether religious or secular, must be defended; loss of clarity around gender 
roles or other divisive issues causes underlying irritation; negative personality factors come 
into play. Issues of social group membership create intergroup hostilities. Also, the nature of 
the gender power imbalance makes it more likely that men will use defensive anger rather than 
reveal anxiety, and that women will get angry at themselves rather than at men. Students 
engage in various forms of denial and defensive maneuvers to avoid new learnings. 
When anger and conflict come up, there is widespread discomfort and a tendency to 
deflect or dissipate it in order to avoid residual feelings of hostility and mistrust. An on-line 
classroom may be the surest way to avoid face-to-face confrontation! But diversity educators 
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who still want to hold an old-fashioned class are advised to establish a safe, collaborative 
environment. The teacher should role-model risk taking, and see that anger does not get 
downplayed or overlooked; intergroup hostilities are best dealt with by confronting the issues 
head-on. When the atmosphere becomes thick with "free floating anger," one of the best 
things to do is to have the class stop and analyze what is going on and why. It is important to 
remember that meaningful learning can come from conflict, but questionable as to whether 
anger should be artificially brought on in order to energize the learning experience. 
In classes on sexism, tensions and anxiety will inevitably be high, and the teacher who 
is doing her job will find herself not only questioned as an authority figure and as a "bitter" 
angry woman, but often targeted by student anger. While it is difficult to tread the fine line 
between the roles of facilitator and authoritative teacher, it is important to follow the Freirean 
guidelines of sharing power and treating people with respect. 
Women report significant learnings after classes on sexism; men less so. However, 
sex role socialization is so ingrained that changes seem to be more theoretical than actual in 
people's lives. Perhaps the most positive concrete transformations are an improved attitude 
toward androgyny in both sexes, and a boost in self esteem for women. 
Conclusion 
Psychologist Melvin J. Lemer pointed out that humans have a fundamental need to 
find meaning and order and believe in a just world. He proposed that "belief in a just world" 
is a "fundamental delusion... central to the way we organize experience, making sense out of 
confusion, justice out of cruelty and unfairness..." (Tavris, 1982, p. 255). Unfortunately, as 
Tavris observes, disillusionment through learning can lead people to "seeing the world as less 
benevolent and less meaningful than it had been, and themselves as less worthy"; the resulting 
inability to delude oneself any longer can lead to anxiety, depression, and anger (p. 254). In 
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this chapter we have seen that these negative emotions tend to be detrimental to learning, and 
even more so when prejudice and oppression are involved. "Research has shown that when an 
obvious fact of injustice collides with belief in a just world: people tend to 'denigrate the 
victim, deny the evidence, or re-interpret the event entirely in order to protect the faith at all 
costs" (Tavris, 1982, p. 255). 
Diversity education is no bed of roses. It tends to wrench people out of their 
comfortable, assimilative mode of taking in facts they know and love, and push them however 
reluctantly toward accommodative growth. It makes us put aside our blinders and pay 
attention, often painfully, to facts of injustice that we have colluded in ~ whether knowingly 
•» 
or as "innocent self-deceivers" (see above, p. 84). Teaching about sexism specifically throws 
in another detonator, namely sexual tension and gender identity, two of the most potent forces 
at work in our species. Because of the resulting emotional upheavals, "feminist teaching 
practices cannot be separated from the content of the curriculum" (Lewis, 1993, p. 178). The 
teacher must "orchestrate" an array of anger and denial, and guide the class through a 
collaborative and conflictive exploration of reality on their own terms. Deay and Stitzel, who 
opened this chapter for us, succeeded with their Women's Studies class. Readers who are 
tenacious enough to read through the following chapters will have the gratification of 
witnessing several other teachers, both male and female, enter the fray with similar challenges 
and struggle through to some quite amazing conclusions. 
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CHAPTER V 
DESIGN AND RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
The work of a writer is to create order out of chaos. Always, 
the chaos keeps slipping back in. Underneath the created order 
the fantastic diversity and madness of life goes on, expanding 
and changing and insisting upon itself.1 
Introduction 
As stated in Chapter I, my study is not hypothesis-driven but rather takes the form of 
an in-depth exploration based on qualitative research methodology. Like Badge's "feminist 
perspective," my approach "emphasizes the importance of the individual experience and thus 
9: 
values a phenomenological approach to assessment" (Badge, 1986, p. 3). Now let's speak in 
English. Anger is all about telling a moral story to oneself and to others. This research 
project is based on the stories people tell about their experience of reality — and the story this 
researcher tells about other people's realities. The form of methodology is closer to literary 
analysis than scientific research, and ultimately drew more from my academic background in 
literary criticism than my coursework in data analysis. 
In this chapter I introduce the readers to the setting and population for the study, then 
describe the methods of data collection and analysis and how these evolved during the course 
of the research. Some ethical considerations will be mulled over, as well as some observations 
on the study's limitations and trustworthiness. Readers who are not enthralled by such 
technicalities may be more interested in the story I tell of my own experience with sexism and 
anger, and how this perspective affects my role as researcher. 
It bears repeating that the techniques of data collection and analysis were geared 
toward answering the questions put forth in Chapter I (presented below in abbreviated form): 
‘Ellen Gilchrist, Falling Through Space (Boston: Little, Brown & Company, 1987), p. 128. 
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1) What kinds of anger come up in a class on sexism, and are there observable 
differences based on gender? 
2) What kinds of anger do male and female students report experiencing in the class 
and how does the anger facilitate or impede their learning? 
3) How do instructors experience and deal with anger in the classroom, and what do 
they conclude from their teaching experience? 
4) How can teachers help make anger a constructive experience, especially for 
women learning about sexism? 
5) Does anger tie in with sexism, especially for women? 
To find answers to these questions, I chose to observe classes similar to ones that I 
myself had taught a number of times, so that I could more readily look beyond content to the 
educative process. My familiarity with the subject matter and facilitation techniques enabled 
me to focus almost entirely on student reactions. Also, my experience dealing with student 
anger as a diversity educator gave me an advantage in watching for and interpreting it. 
Nevertheless, readers are forewarned that my work as a writer of reality is everpresent. 
The research study is based on my personal accounts of anger events, as I saw and interpreted 
them, and on my rewriting of the students' and teachers' autobiographical retelling of those 
events. We were all "moving through a confusing inner landscape" (see above, p. 35) of 
shifting feelings and perspectives, editing our experience as we went, and collaborating with 
others to create a shared reality. Somewhere in those complex layers of emotional realities, I 
hope the readers may find some reflection of truths that shed light on our topic. 
The Setting and Population 
An Institute of Higher Learning in New England offers one-credit, 14-hour weekend 
classes on racism, sexism, heterosexism, Jewish oppression, and ableism. The classes are held 
on Saturday and Sunday from 9:00 to 5:00, with 15-minute morning and afternoon breaks and 
an hour off for lunch each day. Students attend a preliminary 2-hour session on a Tuesday 
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evening, in which a general overview of theories on oppression is set forth, and assigned 
reading materials are distributed. Requirements (on a pass/fail basis) include attendance of the 
entire class and handing in two short opinion papers — one on the class experience, and one on 
a number of the readings. Some people take the class out of interest, but many take it in order 
to get a needed credit or to fulfill a teacher education requirement in diversity. 
Two instructors and one or two assistant instructors work with approximately 25 
students. The instructors use experiential teaching methods and follow a design they have 
worked up before-hand which follows an approximate progression of "What... So What... Now 
What" - in other words, exploring sexism that might be experienced on individual and societal 
levels, examining the impact it has on persons and groups, and considering possibilities for 
creating change. Levels of awareness and concern among the students are usually as varied as 
the motives for taking the class, ranging from students who are already knowledgeable about 
sexism for some time to others who are convinced there is no such animal. 
The Pilot Study (Class A) 
In the spring of 1993 I launched a pilot study on one of the weekend sexism classes in 
order to test my research tools, gain practice in observation and recording techniques, and 
generate some initial findings. Based on the research questions above, a number of approaches 
were utilized: 
Question #1: What kinds of anger come up in a class on sexism, and are there 
observable differences based on gender? 
- Observation of the class and handwritten notation of much of the dialogue 
throughout the weekend; 
Question #2: What kinds of anger do male and female students experience in the class 
and how does the anger relate to their learning experience? 
- Anonymous student evaluations turned in at the end of the class, 
- Surveys on anger handed out at the end of the class, 
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- Student interviews during the two weeks following the class, 
- Student papers, usually written two or three weeks after the class; 
Question #3: How do instructors experience and deal with anger in the course of 
teaching, and what are their conclusions? 
- Interviews with two of the instructors, 
- Handwritten notes on the staff debriefing. 
Analysis of all data was to culminate in answers to Question #4: How does anger tie in with 
sexism, especially for women? 
Data Collection 
Access Negotiations and Classroom Observation 
Permission was obtained from the instructors to introduce my research project at the 
beginning of the class, establishing parameters of confidentiality, anonymity, and non¬ 
affiliation with the class teachers (see Appendix Q. I joined the circle of students and 
instructors, introduced the project as a study of the learning process, ascertained that no one 
objected to my presence, then faded discretely into the woodwork. Note-taking took the form 
of incomplete paraphrasing of dialogue, with occasional word-for-word quotations. A system 
of coded initials and numbers helped speed identification of students in my notes. 
Data collection was hampered by extreme fatigue in my writing hand and by the 
difficulty of simultaneously observing and writing. Furthermore, when the instructors broke 
the class into small discussion groups, only a few people nearby could be observed. There 
were also limitations of a more subtle subjective nature. I found myself focusing on people 
who spoke out and who expressed anger more confrontationally. In this particular class these 
students tended to be male, so it was difficult to avoid the common gender-bias pitfall of 
paying more attention to the men than the women. 
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Written Materials: Evaluations. Papers. Surveys 
Anonymous student evaluations, written and turned in at the end of the class, were 
somewhat useful in gaining an overview of the range of general reactions to the class. This 
kind of data has the advantage of being spontaneous and immediate, but tends to be quite 
superficial -- by the end of the second day, most people just want to leave as quickly as 
possible and resort to hasty scribblings of a few pithy comments ("Everything was great!" or 
"This class sucked!"). And while anonymity is conducive to frankness, many people are 
reluctant to be critical after the instructors worked so hard all weekend. 
In the three weeks following the weekend, the students wrote brief papers describing 
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their learning experience and how the class affected them. These are graded on a pass/fail 
basis - not according to "right" or "wrong" answers - but it is questionable whether or not the 
students feel entirely free to be honest in them. In a formal writing situation, one generally 
puts on the best face possible, editing the past to make a story pleasing to the writer and the 
readers -- especially when those readers are instructors. Also, the papers are generally written 
two or more weeks after the class when memories have already faded. 
The survey (see Appendix D) was created specifically for the pilot study and attempted 
to elicit student perceptions of the learning process, focusing on their own and other students' 
anger, as well as perceived changes in attitudes toward sexism and feelings about anger in 
general. Four women and four men turned in surveys within a few days after the class. These 
were not signed but were readily identifiable, as some were delivered in person and others 
were obvious as to authorship. The surveys did offer some insights into emotions that came 
up during the class, but both quantity and quality made them a less than ideal research tool. 
Not enough students turned them in for the tool to be really useful, and those who did seemed 
to become impatient filling them out. 
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The Interviews 
At the end of the class, two men and three women volunteered to meet for an audio- 
taped interview to discuss their reactions to the weekend; one woman was interviewed over the 
phone without an audio recorder. The interviews were loosely structured around a guideline 
(see Appendix E) and focused on perceived learnings and changes in attitude, experiences of 
anger during the weekend, and personal/family background in dealing with anger. From these 
interviews it became clear that 1) people needed to be interviewed prior to the class as well as 
afterward in order to obtain a better picture of any changes in attitude, and 2) people needed to 
keep journals during the weekend so that emotional reactions could be better tracked. 
Instructor Perspectives 
Two of the instructors, Mr. Cox and Ms. Strong, met the researcher for audio-taped 
interviews respectively one week and two weeks after the class. The interviews were loosely 
based on a guideline of questions focusing on the instructors' views on anger and perceptions 
of anger that came up during the class — causes, effects, how they handled it, and how they 
might have handled it differently (see Appendix F). 
Other information about instructor perspectives was obtained from the faculty 
debriefing with a senior faculty member which took place about two-and-a-half weeks after the 
class. Observation of the debriefing proved to be somewhat frustrating, because it was 
requested that I take notes rather than use an audio-recorder. Nevertheless, both the interviews 
and the debriefing provided fascinating insights into the classroom dynamics and verified the 
need to interview all four instructors in the final study. 
Data Analysis Techniques 
One goal of the pilot study was to discover the best means of arriving at "grounded 
theory," or theories formed from data-based connections (Tesch, 1992, p. 86). A major 
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stumbling block at the data analysis stage presented itself: how to gain enough distance from 
a research topic that was professionally almost too familiar, in order to be able to approach it 
more objectively. Deborah Dillon wrote of the usefulness of a creating a coding system: 
coming up with terminology that enabled her to pull common threads from the data -- a 
process she identified as going "from familiar to strange and back again" (1989, p. 234, from 
Spindler & Spindler, 1982). The approach offered an intriguing means of approaching this 
complex, interactive learning phenomenon: making the observed class "strange" through a 
coding system, then using these codes to throw light on the familiar. A number of key words 
emerged from this process: 
AGGRAVATION: frustration, irritation, anger, 
CARETAKE: advocate on other's behalf 
CHALLENGE: challenge, confront 
CONCILIATE: smooth rough waters, apologize 
DISTANCE: distancing behavior 
EXPECT: assumptions, goals, hopes, wishes 
HEAR/REPLY: show that you've really heard someone 
JUDGE: issues of right/wrong, blaming, judging 
POWER: issues or use of power, authority 
RESIST: resistance to learning, denial, shutting out awareness 
SELFSTANCE: put self forward or defend self 
SHARE: collaborate, find commonalities 
VIEWS: give or solicit viewpoints, perspectives 
It turned out that the system of codes was not useful as a scientific means of analysis, 
but very useful in signaling some important issues that came up in the pilot study and would 
also emerge in the final study. For example, some students tried to aid communicative efforts 
by finding commonalities, sharing and seeking viewpoints, replying to others in such a way as 
to indicate that they were heard and understood; others were more preoccupied with defending 
or asserting the self, judging things right or wrong, challenging, resisting. As might be 
expected, these were the students who tended to arouse anger and/or respond with anger. 
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Commercial computer research software programs were rejected in favor of a more 
useful WordPerfect "macro" or mini-program designed specifically for one-time use in this 
study by a computer expert, David B. Hobbs of Northampton, MA. The macro searches an 
entire document, locates all entries of a designated word, and copies them (along with the 
surrounding paragraph) into a second file along with the original document page number. This 
program proved especially helpful in working with the voluminous class observation notes. It 
greatly facilitated tracking the participation of individual students during the weekend class to 
examine signs of emotional reaction, resistance to learning, or progress in learning. 
A series of tables was generated to get an overview of the different perspectives and 
make it easier to summarize and draw conclusions. Of these the most useful was a table of 
results from the assigned papers (see Appendix G) which focuses on three categories: 
1) movement in learning -- from pre-class attitudes the student communicated early in 
the weekend to learning reported in the paper, 
2) what the student reported learning most from during the weekend 
3) statements about anger that came up during the weekend. 
Also useful was a table designed to track each student's contributions during the weekend, as 
generated from the observation notes. 
The Final Research Study (Class B) 
Data Collection 
In the pilot study, both men and women had been invited to participate in my research 
project. While the data gained from inclusive interviewing provided important information for 
this dissertation, it was considered advisable to limit the final study to womea In the first 
place, it was impossible for the researcher to observe the men when they broke off into single¬ 
sex caucuses. In the second place, since the anger experience was proving to be so distinctly 
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different for the men and women, it was deemed advisable to narrow the focus in order to gain 
a more in-depth view of women's experience. As in the pilot study (Gass A), data collection 
was based on finding answers to the proposed questions: 
Question #1: What kinds of anger come up in a class on sexism, and are there 
observable differences based on gender? 
- Observation of the class and notation of much of the dialogue throughout the 
weekend, using an unusually silent laptop computer; 
Question #2: What kinds of anger do male and female students experience in the class 
and how does the anger relate to their learning experience? 
- Pre-class interviews with nine female participants, 
- Participant journals for recording emotions during the class, 
- Anonymous student evaluations turned in at the end of the class, 
- Post-class interviews with the same students, 
- Student papers, usually written two or three weeks after the class; 
Question #3: How do instructors experience and deal with anger in the course of 
teaching, and what are their conclusions? 
- Interviews with all four of the instructors, 
- Observation and an audio-recording of the staff debriefing. 
Again, analysis of all data was to culminate in answers to Question #4: How does anger tie in 
with sexism, especially for women? 
Preliminary Negotiations and Interviews 
All women enrolled in the class whose phone numbers were available were contacted 
about three weeks ahead of time, and invited to partake in a study focusing on the educational 
process for women taking a sexism class (see Appendix H for the guide to this conversation). 
As extra incentive, they were offered an extra credit for Independent Study in self-reflective 
learning. Confidentiality and anonymity were promised insofar as it is possible. Nine of the 
women agreed to participate in the research project and meetings were arranged for the first 
interviews to take place during the two weeks prior to the class. 
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The audio-taped pre-class interviews were approximately one hour long. There were 
several goals in this session: to re-introduce the study, to establish an amicable, open level of 
trust, to gather information about the individual and her family background, and to assess her 
pre-class attitudes on sexism and gender roles. Release statements (see Appendix I) and 
Independent Study forms were filled out and signed; assurance was given that the study was 
not connected with the class instructors. 
The interview questions followed a specific format (see Appendix J) 
1) personal and family background; reasons for taking this class 
2) attitudes toward sexism and feminism 
3) gender socialization 
4) attitudes toward gender roles 
Some ideas for questions on gender and sexism were borrowed from the Background 
Questionnaire and Feminism Scale found in the Appendix of Kerens' dissertation on 
"Determinants of Feminism: A Longitudinal Study" (1989). Kerens advised gearing the 
questions more toward the college experience and making a distinction between attitudes 
toward equal rights for women, which she found most people tended to favor, and attitudes 
toward equal roles which she found to be a more controversial area. I therefore attempted to 
pose questions that might prove more controversial (such as how the interviewee felt about 
either sex wearing make-up or asking someone out on a date) and also to encourage open- 
ended conversation around these issues in order to let any possible clues emerge. 
At the end of the interview, each participant was given a journal (see Appendix K) in 
which to record their emotions during the weekend: the day, the time, the emotion, the cause 
of the emotion, and any comments. The goal was to achieve a fairly accurate chronology of 
feelings and reactions without interfering too much with the flow of their classroom 
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experience. I gave no indication at this time that anger was the focus of the investigation for 
fear this would influence participant reactions during the class. Rather, the participants were 
told that the study dealt with how emotions tied in with the learning process. It was hoped 
that declaring a focus on emotions would be general enough to not influence reactions, and 
might actually help the participants become more attuned to their feelings during the classroom 
experience. The participants were also given a sheet of journal guidelines (See Appendix L) 
which requested that they note any feeling reactions to statements or events, or more subtle 
changes in mood such as boredom, interest, neutrality, etc. 
The journals turned out to be valuable research tools, despite the fact that some of the 
participants made very few entries. 
Classroom Observation 
While it would be ideal to audio- or videotape a class under observation, instructors 
have been loath to give permission for such an intrusion into the class experience. However, 
by this time I had entered the era of laptop computers. My good fortune in owning an 
unusually silent laptop and my expertise as a former professional typist greatly facilitated 
observation and note-taking. Participant pseudonyms were memorized ahead of time so that it 
was possible to learn the rest of students' names during the first fifteen minutes or so of the 
class, thus further speeding the process of recording dialogue. 
I established myself in a comer of the room, slightly apart from the circle of students, 
and introduced the project early on as a study of the learning process -- again establishing 
parameters of confidentiality, anonymity, and non-affiliation with the teachers (see Appendix 
M). People soon appeared to become oblivious to my presence. Note-taking again took the 
form of incomplete paraphrasing of dialogue, with many direct quotations. Except for the 
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inevitably narrowed field of observation during small group work, it seemed possible to record 
most of the discussion, quoting some people verbatim. 
Post-Class Interviews 
The post-class interviews took place during the two weeks following the class and 
lasted approximately one-and-a-half hours. The goals of this session were to assess self 
reported learnings, explore anger and other emotions that came up during the class, and look 
into personal and family background around anger. Preparation for the interview included 
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examining the journals (which had been collected after the class or within a couple days) and 
comparing them to 1) a computer generated timeline of events during the weekend class (see 
Appendix N), and 2) a computer generated extract (the Hobbs macro from above) of the 
individual's classroom contributions as observed and recorded. 
The interviews roughly followed a question guideline (see Appendix O) drawn from 
the pilot study survey, and based on my experience gained from doing the pilot study 
interviews. Early in the interview participants were asked for their theory or views on anger, 
so that they would not be influenced by thoughts that might arise during the interview. The 
flow and structure of the interview varied with each individual, as it was important to leave 
the discussion open enough to let subjective realities emerge. Nevertheless, most of the 
following categories were covered with each person: 
1) general impressions of the class, as well as perceived learnings 
2) personal views on anger 
3) recalled instances of anger experienced during the weekend, blending questions 
from the pilot study with new questions arising from the journals and from the 
collected data as observed during the weekend class. 
4) a detailed discussion of the participant's classroom experience, based on the 
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journal entries, the schedule of each day's activities, and the profile of her class 
participation extracted from the observation notes. Any anger-related emotions, 
of course, were explored in detail as to causes, expression, etc. 
5) a discussion of the participant's personal experience of anger in general and family 
background in dealing with anger and conflict. Some of these questions were 
borrowed from several sources, including Averill's study of anger and aggression 
(1982) and Yznaga's thesis on anger in minority women (1993). 
Written Materials: Evaluations. Papers 
As in the Pilot Study, anonymous student evaluations, written and turned in at the end 
of the class, were somewhat useful in gaining an overview of general reactions to the class. 
The assigned papers were again far more useful in gaging personal reactions to the learning 
experience as well as perceived learnings and level of emotional involvement. But again, 
papers are not an entirely reliable source, since they are crafted to please self and instructors, 
and written a couple weeks after the weekend when memories had already faded. Given 
varying amounts of anxiety and negative feelings, one cannot help but wonder how much the 
students edited their experience, reconstructing events according to the more stereotypical 
dictates of their "filtering mechanisms" (see above, p. 78). 
Instructor Interviews and Debriefing 
Approximately an hour was spent with each instructor in the weeks following the 
class, recording on audiotape their perspectives on the class and the students, as well as their 
personal views on anger, particularly in regard to teaching. The interview guide (see 
Appendix P) for these sessions was adapted from the one used in the pilot study. In order to 
gain further insight into the dynamics underlying the class structure and process, the two-hour 
instructor debriefing with a senior faculty member was also audiotaped. 
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Data Analysis Techniques 
Having discovered which techniques were and were not useful in analyzing the Pilot 
Study, I approached the Final Study in a more straightforward, story-telling manner which 
attempts to do justice to the in-depth interviews. After generating a profile of each participant 
from the pre-class interview, I analyzed her learning experience by simultaneously comparing 
the journal entries along with three computer files: the transcribed post-class interview, the 
extracts of that person's classroom contributions, and the time-table of class activities. Coding 
was discarded in favor of common sense. Significant findings from the assigned papers were 
added as the final layer to the self reports as one method of triangulatioa To facilitate 
analysis of the papers, a table was generated for every student in the class, focusing on four 
categories: perceived learnings, reported emotions, what was considered effective to the 
learning experience, and what was considered ineffective. 
Because the participant reports form such unique accounts of what happened, I 
considered it important to follow the account of the class based on observation notes with a 
brief summary of every non-participant student's observed experience and significant 
comments from the assigned paper. A table was also generated from the student evaluations 
to give an overview of opinions on four categories: what had the biggest impact on the 
student's learning experience, which activities were most useful, what activities the student 
would recommend changing, and valuative comments. 
Instructor profiles were created from their interview transcripts by first summarizing 
findings for each on a number of topics: personal theories and dealings with anger, 
expectations for the weekend and how these were or were not met; opinions on the main anger 
event, observed student anger toward each other or toward the instructors, anger the instructors 
felt toward students or toward each other; theories on anger in the classroom; design changes 
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made during the weekend and how these worked; what worked well overall and 
recommendations for future classes. The debriefing was used to shed further light on the 
individual instructors' stories. 
Ethical Considerations 
Among others, researcher Maurice Punch has called our attention to the "moral fences" 
(1986, p. 48) we must precariously straddle when attempting to use humans as objects of 
study. I tried to take these fences into account before embarking on both the Pilot and the 
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Final Study. Individual student papers, journals, taped interviews, and so forth, were 
categorized by pseudonym from start to finish. Throughout my dealings with the classes, I 
stressed my impartiality and lack of connection to the instructors, and my commitment to 
maintaining anonymity by changing names and so forth in the published work. Every person 
interviewed read and signed a participant consent form (see Appendix I). 
Mv Role as Researcher and Story Teller 
It is self evident that my observations will guide the readers' understanding of how 
anger impacted the learning process in the two classes under observation. All semblances of 
modesty aside, I submit that the readers' faith in my judgment would be well founded. As an 
experienced diversity educator and scholar on anger research, I am my own best research 
instrument. I bring to this study a strong background in diversity teaching and residential 
education, a broad range of coursework in psychology, adult and student development, 
diversity education, and research methodology, and a B. A. and M. A. in literary criticism. 
My work as teacher, instructor, and undergraduate housing director has given me a great deal 
of patience and openness to people at all developmental levels. I am able to respond to even 
very bigoted persons in a low-key, relatively neutral manner. People tend to find me 
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approachable, non-judgmental, and a sympathetic listener, which has proven a great help to me 
in gathering data through qualitative research interviews. 
However, Krieger and many others have called our attention to the great amount of 
personal bias that a researcher brings to the "interactional and contextual" field of social 
research (1985. p. 309). This researcher is no exception. 
For one thing, my stance is enthusiastically feminist (please review my definition of 
feminism on p. 6). I am personally convinced that sexism has a deleterious impact on society 
in general and on women specifically. My personal history is full of encounters with sexism, 
ranging from leers and shouts from male construction workers, to attempted gropings by male 
supervisors on the job, to assaults and attempted rape. I have done my share of colluding with 
sexism and still struggle with my ingrained need to please or at least not offend men, to smile 
much more than is called for, to put others' feelings ahead of my own, etc. I am committed to 
raising awareness of sexism -- and all forms of oppression - and have therefore made 
diversity education my chosen career. Obviously there is no question of neutrality in my 
approach to a research project on sexism. 
As far as anger goes, I flee anger and study it from behind bushes. The reason I 
undertook this project is that I have never felt comfortable with anger in myself or in others, 
and became quite terrified the first time a whole class of enraged white students focused their 
frustrations onto me, that ill-fated bearer of bad tidings (see above, p. 72). My training as a 
girl and woman has been to understand and empathize, and be relieved if I can blame myself 
rather than the other person; this factor, combined with my laid back, jocular nature makes me 
exasperatingly slow to anger. Sometimes I do get around to feeling anger, and I am still 
trying to figure out what to do with that! However, thanks to all my work in teaching and 
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residential education, I have become quite skilled at mediation, assertiveness training, and in 
general helping other people work through their anger. 
My research project underscored for me how difficult it is to hear with any real clarity, 
through the filter of personal experience, what someone else is trying to express. The process 
of data collection and analysis made me ever alert to my own feelings about what I heard. I 
had to fight my own prejudices against participants and instructors whose personalities or 
perspectives grated on my own. And I had to be ever-vigilant to the way my own emotional 
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biography and longstanding avoidance of anger colored my interpretation of the emotions I 
witnessed. However, my commitment to making this study a true "in-depth exploration" (see 
above, p. 118) means that I have tried to the best of my ability to keep all questions open- 
ended and all conclusions as true to the subjects' original intent and experience as possible. 
As Alan Peshkin notes, it is when a researcher's subjectivity remains unconscious that personal 
involvement becomes more insidious (1988, p. 17). My awareness and sensitivity to this 
problem has encouraged me to continually question my work, and I believe this questioning 
has enhanced its validity. 
In addition to my commitment, my bewilderment about issues of anger in the 
classroom helped me approach the project with a spirit of open inquiry. I was not out to 
prove a pet theory that women repress anger or that they experience it differently than men; 
nor did I have a clue as to whether anger was beneficial or detrimental to the learning process. 
Limitations 
Despite all efforts to ensure the quality and generalizability of this research project, 
there are a number of built-in limitations: 
1) As stated above, my own bias around sexism and anger created inevitable filters 
through which I perceived classroom events and later analyzed the data. 
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2) The nature of the subject matter is intangible, volatile, and difficult if not 
impossible to accurately measure. Emotions are masked or even repressed, self-presenting as 
opposed to self-reporting can occur, and other subjective phenomena undoubtedly affect both 
data collection and interpretation. For one thing, the researcher's pro-feminist bias was 
undoubtedly perceptible to the participants and may have affected how they presented 
themselves in the interviews. 
3) The population I studied is small, and limited to students who are not representative 
of the population at large. The majority are young, Caucasian, middle class, able-bodied, 
heterosexual, and Christian. Likewise 1 have found that most of the literature deals with this 
limited range of subjects, omitting a variety of other experiences. 
4) While the range of students taking these diversity classes varies, it rarely includes 
out-and-out bigots -- the very people who need diversity education the most and who would 
probably bring the most defensive anger to the classroom. Any conclusions must take this 
omission into account. 
5) The very fact of being surveyed, quizzed, and probed in interviews may create 
emotions where none had existed. As qualitative researchers have noted, the process of doing 
research often influences and even enriches the subjects' experience of growth and learning. 
While this may be a positive factor, it can also affect the study's validity. 
Trustworthiness 
Because of the subjective nature of this study and the limitations caused by my own 
biases, I considered it crucial to augment the triangulation techniques with checks on my own 
perspective. I followed Lincoln and Guba's (1985) recommendations for assessing my biases, 
and conferred closely with my advisor as well as other colleagues and staff members in the 
Education Department. 
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As stated above, I interviewed the instructors as soon as possible after the class in 
order to foster validity through triangulatioa I created question guides from tools other 
researchers have used to assess anger and anger patterns, as well as generally accepted social 
identity development models, feminism measures, and sex role inventory. The refinement of 
research and analysis techniques I used for the pilot study (Class A) further enhanced the 
validity of the final study (Class B). 
Conclusion 
I had only intended to use the pilot study to hone my research techniques and 
generate some initial findings in a condensed form. However, the anger that came up in this 
class made such a striking contrast to the second class, and the findings turned out to be so 
significant that I raised its level of importance to that of the final study. From now on these 
two studies will be referred to as Class A and Class B. 
Because I was fortunate enough to work with some of the male students from Class A, 
* 
I have included two men in the case studies which are presented in Chapter VII. This broader 
gender focus provides an excellent backdrop for the finer focus on women in the Class B 
study. Significant changes in instrumentation were made for researching the final study, which 
enabled me to do a more thorough in-depth analysis of the female participants. 
Both classes together have provided a fascinating spectrum of anger experiences in 
classes on sexism and a wealth of material for exploring my research questions. While the 
answers I have come up with may not be considered generalizable, they do offer some 
worthwhile insights into the roles anger plays in this kind of learning process, particularly for 
women. As a seasoned and battle-scarred diversity instructor, I hope that my observations and 
conclusions will prove useful to future instructors. 
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CHAPTER VI 
WHAT THE RESEARCHER SAW: 
HOW ANGER MANIFESTED ITSELF IN THE TWO CLASSES ON SEXISM 
Introduction 
This chapter presents the researcher's narrative of what went on during the two 
weekends under observation, focusing on the anger that came up in the two classes and how it 
seemed to affect men and women — particularly in relation to their learning process. The first 
class exploded; the second class imploded but lit some fires. Class A was dominated by male 
anger; Class B by female anger. The two classes combine to make a fascinating study of how 
anger keys into learning and how gender does seem to make a difference. 
The story I will relate about what happened in the classrooms is unabashedly 
interpretive. While striving for neutrality, I will present what I saw, but will do so in light of 
what I have learned from my own teaching experience and studies on anger, learning, and 
gender issues. The goal for this chapter is to provide answers to Question #1: 
What kinds of anger come up in a class on sexism, and 
are there observable differences based on gender? 
a) What are the apparent causes of anger? 
b) How is anger expressed? 
c) What are the visible or apparent effects on the learning experience? 
A Bird's-Eve View of the Two Classes 
Different Times, Different Faces 
There were significant differences between the two classes under observation -- 
differences which made it more likely that the men in Class A would feel and express anger 
than in Class B. In the first place, current events set a unique tone for each weekend. Class 
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A took place in 1993 during a nation-wide backlash against feminism. American men had 
recently had their vulnerability thrown in their faces by the Bobbitt case, in which a wife 
castrated her husband and was exonerated by the jury. While this particular woman probably 
did not consider herself a feminist, her action dovetailed neatly into popular images of 
feminists as castrating male-bashers. To generalize, men were a bit nervous about angry 
women and ready to translate their anxiety into defensiveness. 
In contrast, by 1995 when Class B took place, the backlash was still alive and well, 
but seemed to have dissipated somewhat. The populace as a whole still mistrusted feminists 
as man-haters and probable lesbians, but people were now reeling from the Oklahoma City 
bombing and more attuned to male violence in general. Hillary Rodham Clinton had been 
disempowered by the media, and the spotlight had shifted from irate women to furious men. 
Secondly, group dynamics were markedly different in the two classes. As Averill, 
Tavris, and others have pointed out, there must be some measure of equality or balance of 
power for anger to take place (see above, Chapter II). In Class A, the men had a stronger 
presence than in Class B and could therefore rise up in anger. For one thing, the training team 
for Class A had only one female senior instructor working with three men, which shifted the 
balance of power toward the male instructors. Furthermore, Class A was divided equally 
between 11 men and 11 women, which worked to give the men a much stronger voice, and 
several of these men came to class ready if not eager to join together in righteous battle. 
Class B, on the other hand, had the desirable power balance on its training team of one 
male and one female senior instructor, and one male and one female assistant instructor. The 
two women worked together to create a strong female leadership. Class B also had a more 
typical configuration of 16 female students and only 6 male students, which gave the women a 
stronger presence and made it likely that the men would feel outnumbered and less bold about 
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expressing anger. The male students were further divided along lines of race, age, and 
experience, which weakened their voice as a group. 
Another factor that probably influenced the level of emotional engagement in the two 
classes was time of semester. Class A took place at the beginning of spring semester with 
snow still on the ground; students were fresh, relatively interested in new learning, and not yet 
overloaded with deadlines. Class B fell toward the end of spring semester when students were 
worn out, sick of learning, obsessed with papers and coming exams, and longing to be outside 
in the sun. These differences alone should signal to the alert instructor a potential for 
challenge in the first case, and a need for coffee or firecrackers in the second. 
Structure, Style, and the Flow of Anger 
Both classes followed designs fairly typical of the department. However, each group 
of instructors met before the class to plan their activities and delegate responsibilities, and they 
came up with very different plans (see Appendix A and Appendix B) for their weekends. The 
difference in class design and in their teaching styles had a great impact on how and when 
anger was experienced and expressed. 
Class A got off to a more traditionally authoritarian start — groundrules were presented 
as a fait accompli and assumptions about sexism were put forth that many students were not 
ready to accept. The instructors encouraged the students into a debate mentality and then 
high-handedly shut down debate by insisting on a one-way definition of sexism that most of 
the men could not understand or tolerate. Many male students — already feeling on the 
defensive -- were eager to learn that they were the victims of sexism. Hence, the instructors 
found themselves under angry attack by hostile Gargely male) forces even before they got to 
the first break Saturday morning. The senior male instructor led the teaching team to victory, 
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but with the only female instructor spotlighted as a powerful angry woman, the defeated male 
students felt they were being victimized by "reverse sexism." 
The rest of the weekend was spent maintaining structure so that the male anger could 
be safely contained and some learning could take place. Instructors and students remained in 
separate camps. As for the women, some were protective of the men, others were frustrated 
and upset by the morning confrontation. However, they put that behind them and went on to 
express some anger amongst themselves over personal experiences of exploitation and 
harassment. Male anger constituted the stand-out event and learning experience for the 
weekend, for both sexes. 
Class B got off to a slow but pointedly egalitarian start. Gender socialization was 
cooperatively explored; both men and women were appalled by the picture gallery on battered 
women and the video about rape. Throughout the weekend, the three older white men were 
eager to show how enlightened they were about sexism; the three younger men of color 
remained mostly silent. The class collaborated Sunday morning to come up with definitions of 
sexism, then found the official one-way definition of "power plus prejudice" quite acceptable. 
Conflict arose only because the women were asked to plan an activity which would 
artificially place the men in a position of being victimized by "reverse sexism." When this 
activity took place late Sunday morning, it brought on intensely angry reactions from both 
male and female students, but these were only expressed in the same-sex caucuses afterwards. 
Some women were angry at the men for their lack of desire to change, other women were 
angry on behalf of the men, whom they felt were unfairly treated. The instructors contained 
the anger by letting it dissipate over the lunch hour and then allowing it a brief, very 
structured mode of expression. Unlike Class A, in Class B a number of women expressed 
anger that the men were able to hear and tried to hold the men accountable for their actions. 
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In sum, it could be said that in Class A, male anger was unintentionally caused to 
explode early on, and was capped fairly effectively so that it only broke through the surface 
again periodically. In Class B, male anger was intentionally provoked later on, only allowed 
minimal expression, and kept lidded for the duration. Female anger in both classes was 
largely expressed among females about men and about their experiences of sexism, and as 
well, some anger was expressed on behalf of the men. In both classes, the pivotal learning 
event centered around the men; in both classes, women became caught up in protecting the 
men. However, in Class B women's anger toward men was more evident, more encouraged, 
directly expressed, and constituted a greater part of the learning experience. I will now give a 
more detailed account of each class, and will then conclude with some answers to our first 
research question. 
Class A 
The People and the Setting 
It was unusual that men made up half the class and were fairly diverse. Among the 
six Caucasian men, two were over 30, and the older of these two (in his 40's) was on 
psychiatric medication. On the second day one man came out to the class as gay. The men of 
color were more diverse: one Asian American, one Lebanese, one Puerto Rican, and two 
African Americans, one of whom was Muslim. The women were less diverse -- mostly 
around twenty years old, heterosexual, Christian, Caucasian, able bodied. Two were over 30 
years old, and the older of these was Taiwanese. 
The two senior instructors were both Caucasian. Mr. Acker1, the senior male 
instructor, had been teaching classes on sexism for some time; Ms. Strong was new to teaching 
1The names in this study are all fictitious and have no connection, alphabetical or otherwise, to 
the actual persons, who shall remain anonymous. 
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'mixed' (both genders) sexism; her background was in psychological counseling. The two 
assistants, one Caucasian man and one African American man were both new to the 
department. The instructors were all close to 30 years old or older, and all had prior teaching 
experience in related fields. 
The class was held in a large, carpeted lounge in one of the residence halls. The 
instructors had arranged the chairs along with two couches in a large oval around the room. 
There was a long table at the southern wall where they had their charts and materials; they 
hung newsprint visuals on that wall for use in lecturettes and sat in a row in front of the table. 
The physical atmosphere was pleasant; there were no irritants such as noise or heat to make 
people more prone to anger. 
Saturday Morning 
Laving the Groundwork for Conflict 
After brief introductions all around, Ms. Strong presented discussion groundrules for 
the weekend, following a newsprint guide made up ahead of time. She set up an expectation 
of conflict and encouraged the class to approach this constructively by saying that some things 
would "push their buttons" and they wouldn't all agree, but that they should listen with 
tolerance to one another. She also tried to establish a safe place for discussion with the 
groundrule of "no right and wrong" so that people could talk without fear of censure. This 
fairly standard experiential learning groundrule was destined to become a major point of 
controversy before the morning was over. 
Ms. Strong then put forth two assumptions about sexism. Recent studies had been 
published showing that males tended to dominate discussions; Ms. Strong urged people to 
share the "airtime," stressing the need for men in particular to "give space for everybody to 
speak" and for women to "be aware of what keeps you silent and makes it hard for you to 
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speak, if that's the case." She then proposed as a given that "we are all affected by sexism 
and the other 'isms' as well, no matter how aware we are. If I understand that I'm part of the 
culture, I don't have to worry that there's something wrong with me." 
Though she meant to lower defensive barriers by this remark, it had the opposite effect 
on Kim, an outspoken woman from Taiwan. Kim did not appear angry, but was definitely 
ready to do battle: 
Are we all conditioned by all of the isms? Is this to be an assumption in 
this group even if I don't see it as such? My point of view is very much conditioned 
by the fact that I am a female. Is that what you mean? 
At this point Ms. Strong tried to avoid confrontation and shift the focus back to theory - "It's 
both personal and more global...we're looking at sexism in terms of the culture," but Kim 
insisted, "Either because I'm unaware or young, I have to say "Gee I don't feel that I've been 
conditioned or limited as a woman." Ms. Strong patiently tried to open Kim up to a 
possibility for new learning: "That may be a place for you to start, then, this weekend... that 
you may want to explore if you've been limited. Does that feel comfortable to you?" But 
Kim insisted on her own definition of reality: 
The word 'oppression' is a very negative word. I am Chinese, and I don't see the man 
as oppressor and the woman as oppressed. They both have different places. I think 
for things to work we have to bring home certain roles. 
Ms. Strong agreed, but tried to emphasize the "need to look at the power relationship." 
The interchange seemed to be turning into a mini-debate, which was not appropriate at 
this point. Mr. Acker stepped in to silence Kim with an implicit, teacherly claim to superior 
knowledge: "We use a very specific vocabulary here in these classes; we'll 'unpack7 these 
terms during the course of the weekend." Using educational jargon can be exclusionary — it 
can have the effect of making those not 'in the know' feel uncertain of their footing in further 
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debate. Perhaps it had this effect on Kim, whose vocabulary was still limited; in any case, she 
gave up for now. 
Ms. Strong finished her presentation of the weekend agenda, and Mr. Acker then led 
the class in a short ice-breaker activity called "Common Ground": everyone stood in a circle 
and established threads of commonality by stepping into the center whenever they fit a 
category such as Tiave several siblings' or 'have experienced sexism.' The game got off to an 
awkward start, with Kim again reacting against the idea that it was assumed that there might 
be any sexism in her life. People did not seem to be thawing out, but headed gamely into 
another ice-breaker, "Concentric Circles," which paired them in rotating dyads to discuss hopes 
and fears for the weekend and a few topics related to sexism. A couple of comments stood 
out from this session. Carlos, an assertive young Puerto Rican, cheerfully declared that his 
goal for the weekend was "pissing people off." Lon, an overbearing man in his forties (the 
one on psychiatric medication), expressed displeasure over the groundrule that men might have 
to hold back during discussions: "Give the woman a chance, but if she doesn't take it, my 
hand's up." Evidently there were already two men and one woman primed for conflict. 
Sides Are Drawn: the Tension Mounts 
The next activity, "Taking a Stand," seemed to feed into the spirit of confrontation. 
The students were instructed to go to different parts of the room to demonstrate and then 
defend their viewpoints on four emotionally charged topics: how they felt about being here 
for the weekend, whether they felt comfortable with the gender roles prescribed for them by 
society, whether they thought women are limited by societal sexism, and finally, whether they 
felt men are limited by sexism. Some students seemed to enjoy or at least not mind the 
assertiveness and risk that this activity engendered; shyer ones could always hide in the crowd. 
However, setting up a self-versus-others debate style situation is in itself conducive to anger. 
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since it can create opposing camps with potential enemies and encourage the kind of dualistic 
right/wrong thinking that anger thrives oa The very name of the exercise is all about getting 
set to defend one's turf. It may well be that this activity helped set the tone for the conflict. 
Most of the class stuck together on the questions, perhaps seeking safety in numbers. 
Carlos, however, differed from the rest of the class in every category and began to practice his 
goal of trying to provoke people — first accusing everyone of lying about wanting to be in 
class all weekend, and later exclaiming, "What about men being limited? I wouldn't consider 
any woman to be limited." He came across as one of the "oppositional students" mentioned 
by Downs (see above, p. 100) — the variety with the veneer of charm. In any case, he sparked 
a lively discussion — both women and men put forth opinions that revealed strong feelings and 
a variety of awareness levels around sexism. 
The final question — whether men are limited by sexism — brought on a decidedly 
angry debate. Lon launched into a furious tirade on his lack of privilege as a lower class 
white male less favored by society than women and minorities: 
My white male privilege hasn't bought me anything.... The 90's are the era to bash 
white males.... I've been thrown out of classes and couldn't get jobs because I'm a 
white male.... I can't go through a day without getting bashed.... 
It turned out that Lon was afflicted with a mental disability which made him prone to paranoia 
and anger. Unfortunately, this was not known to Ms. Strong or the other instructors until later 
in the weekend. Because of this, they now handled him as a loud and obnoxious student 
rather than someone who needed special treatment and a liberal dose of patience. 
Ms. Strong had been patient in trying to open Kim to the idea of exploring whether or 
not she was affected by sexism — perhaps especially since Kim was an Asian woman who still 
had difficulty with English. But Lon's outburst provoked her to counterattack with an issue 
that she herself had brought to the weekend and put forth in the groundrules — namely, that 
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men tend to dominate discussions. She responded that Lon was indulging his male privilege 
right here in class and added, "My guess is that if you were a woman, you wouldn't even be 
speaking." She spoke forthrighdy, with no apology, smile or follow-up laugh that many 
women tack on in order to soften their assertions. Eddy immediately leaped to Lon's defense, 
voice raised in anger, to attack Ms. Strong for using her power against a man who was 
protesting his lack of power in face of women like herself: "That's a sexist statement! You 
generalized! Even when we're learning about sexism we have to deal with it!" 
Feelings were obviously running high on this subject, but at least for now neither 
students nor instructors were ready for out-and-out battle, and responded by trying to diffuse 
the anger (see Biaggio's studies above, p. 105). First Tara, a 21-year-old with some 
background in diversity education, and then Mr. Acker tried to smooth the troubled waters by 
using intellectual distancing: 
Tara: It's interesting how all the isms go together: here you have classism mixed 
in with sexism. 
Mr. Acker: As long as we have power dynamics, we'll have a situation where 
some people have the right to make decisions about other people's lives. 
Mr. Cox then did a nice job of validating Lon's anger and turning it into a learning experience: 
Your anger is real and really came across. The issue is, why does anybody have to 
have doors slammed on them just because of who they are? For a long long time 
many women have experienced what you have been experiencing. And that's real. 
Lon calmed down, remarking that "it's a question of balance," and people returned to 
their seats. By now there was palpable tension in the room, and a few students, both male and 
female, tried to make conciliatory, mediating comments apparently in the hope of finding 
common ground and restoring comfort. For instance Edward, a young intellectual liberal, 
remarked that he didn't agree completely with Affirmative Action but felt it was important to 
"try to equalize things." Anna, who had been raised in a sheltered Catholic girls' school, said 
she thought the local area around this university was a haven, free of any kind of 
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discrimination. In the general spirit of hopeful conviviality, Phyllis declared that she "shared 
everyone's views"; however, she then went on to make an angry statement, agreeing with Lon 
that "straight white males" were discriminated against and that "political correctness" in this 
community had become too restrictive for her as well. Her anger combined protective defense 
on behalf of males with outrage over past perceived injustices: 
I was a Residential Assistant here and lived in a world of political correctness. If 
you're a straight white male you can't get a job in Residential Education.... 
I can't wait to get back into the real world. I understand now why it's wrong to call 
women 'girls,' but I almost got put on probation for saying 'girl' instead of 'woman.' 
Phyllis (named by the researcher in honor of Phyllis Schlafly) was one person who 
evidently came to the weekend angry about her own situation vis-a-vis sexism and identifying 
with men who resented the women's movement. On the other hand, she obviously knew a 
great deal about sexism and understood much of its effect on women, so she seemed full of 
contradictory views and feelings. Undoubtedly she did "agree with everyone" - the men and 
the women who felt their gender was targeted by sexism. By lunchtime she approached the 
researcher to ask for aspirin for a headache, which might imply that either the outer turmoil or 
some amount of inner turmoil was too stressful for her. 
So far, the researcher's observation was that men and women students were "sharing 
the airtime" quite well, though only about half of each gender participated in the all-class 
discussion during the entire morning. Two women (Kim and Phyllis) and three men (Carlos, 
Lon, and Eddy) had voiced anger or resistance to the instructors' perspective on sexism. It is 
interesting that the more vociferous and challenging males had seated themselves at the 
opposite end of the room from the instructors when they came in: Carlos, who had privately 
declared himself looking forward to "pissing people off" during the weekend; Eddy, the Asian 
American whose "girlfriend" (Kristin) didn't want to sit next to him during the weekend for 
fear he would be too offensive in his responses to sexism education; Lon, the lower-class, 
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often homeless older man whose mental condition seemed to include a propensity for anger. 
All three of these men were already targeted by an 'ism' in their lives. It is conceivable that 
this factor made them more defensive and ready for anger at finding themselves losing power 
in yet another aspect of their lives. 
The Roof Blows Skv High 
Mr. Acker optimistically appreciated the "range of diversity" and encouraged people 
to share individual experiences with each other. The class went on to the next activity, in 
which groups of three compared messages they had received about gender when they were 
growing up. People seemed to become engaged in the topic, and quieter students were now 
contributing in the relative safety of their small groups. This would have been a good 
opportunity to follow up with a leisurely all-class discussion to make connections between 
personal experiences and sexism in general, and to build on commonalities among the 
students. Unfortunately, the instructors pushed ahead, worried about time constraints. 
Mr. Brady went to another newsprint to present the instructors' definition of sexism. 
His presentation brought on a conflict that became the emotional focus and, for many, the 
pivotal experience of the weekend. The definition, espoused by the department, was that 
sexism is a system of oppression based on prejudice plus power. Mr. Brady acknowledged 
that there would be "differences of opinion on this definition," but wanted it understood that 
"we are talking about the power of men over women on a systemic, institutional level: the 
power of men to control women in the institutions, in the media, in textbooks, and so on. 
Men are calling the shots." Carlos tried to interrupt, but Mr. Brady silenced him and went on 
to say, "This is how we are defining sexism this weekend, as prejudice plus power." 
Apparently hoping to make this definition more palatable to the men who thought 
sexism was a two-way road, Edward asked for clarification on "power": "It seems that we 
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have a conflict here between things on a very big scale and things on an individual level." 
Mr. Brady replied that it was "the ability to define for someone else the way things are." Mr. 
Acker added: "It can be money, social prestige, political power.... And if you take something 
like group discussion, it's been found that men interrupt women and talk more than women. 
Power can be that specific and that minute." None of the instructors picked up on the irony of 
their presentation: they were defining oppression as "the ability to define for someone else the 
way things are," and yet that is exactly what they were doing for the students. 
Several men were visibly upset by the definition; they had come to this class to learn 
about how sexism limited men, and this was not what they wanted to hear. In fact, A1 had 
two dictionaries on the floor beside him like loaded guns, apparently anticipating this kind of 
debate. He lunged forward with his hand up and loudly declared, "The definition could be 
that sexism is the power of one sex over the other. Your definition is wrong" His assertion 
visibly angered Mr. Acker, who took the reins from Mr. Brady and came down on A1 very 
strongly, telling him in no uncertain terms that the word wrong could not be used here: "Our 
groundrules state that we aren't talking in terms of 'right' and 'wrong'. We have to be very 
careful to separate out our opinions from facts" His voice was quiet, but his anger hit the 
classroom like a shock wave. The researcher's jaw nearly hit the floor. 
Ironically, it could be said that separating the instructors' opinions from the dictionary's 
facts was what A1 thought he was doing. The men's hands shot up to defend their comrade; 
several started to protest at once, but they were silenced. Ms. Strong defended the instructors' 
definition - with evident anger, "We're talking about a system in this society. We're talking 
about a system, not necessarily every time any little thing happens to an individual." Marge 
chimed in with anger on the men's behalf: "If all we're going to talk about is societal 
oppression, fine! But in my opinion, the definition shouldn't be that. Oppressing somebody 
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based on sex can go both ways." Ms. Strong replied heatedly that this was prejudice, and that 
"oppression equals prejudice plus power/' Despite their own groundrules, the instructors were 
insisting that their definition was "right." Marge sat back in silence, looking very irritated. 
A1 slouched back in his chair, arms crossed, looking fed up, and now Carlos spoke up 
angrily — voice raised, sitting forward in his chair and gesturing: "I don't understand it. This 
is my personal opinion, but A1 got shut down. I agree with you 100% in your definition, but 
in my opinion one sex can dominate the other." He diplomatically tried to affirm the 
instructors' definition, but in the same breath (and careful to use the magic word, "opinion") 
disagreed entirely. His anger was over the injustice done to Al, who was shut down due to a 
technicality (not using the word "opinion" in making his assertion), and also over the injustice 
done to all the men, whose experience of reality was defined right out of their hands. 
Hands were shooting up — the men were practically leaping out of their chairs in their 
eagerness to join the attack. Ms. Strong parried by shifting attention from the content of the 
debate to the process, which was starting to look like the form of sexism she and Mr. Acker 
had warned of: "Look what's happening here: the men have been dominating the discussion. 
I don't want the same old stuff happening here in this classroom, duplicating what happens in 
our culture." Her anger was evident, and her attack on the men only served to escalate the 
tension. Not only had their experience of reality been redefined for them, but now the male 
students had been maneuvered into a position where if they objected further, they were 
perpetrating sexism. They were thus rendered powerless to protest, much less reclaim reality 
on their own terms. If the instructors had chosen at some point to analyze with the students 
what was going on in the class, this would have been an excellent topic for discussion, since 
oppressed groups are often kept down with similar tactics (see Chapter IV). 
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Most of the students remained silent during this whole exchange; a few joined the 
enemy camps. Phyllis, of course, angrily defended the men: "This is intense. I will say what 
I want, but I want to make the men feel comfortable. They should feel free to talk." And 
Carlos railed against the perceived injustice: "If I have something to say, I'm going to say it. 
You're trying to stifle me, and that's not right." Edward defended the instructors, sounding 
very upset: "I understand the definition; women don't have power in our society." Tara 
backed him up: "How can you not agree with that? Look at society as a whole!" Carlos was 
good at debate and thriving on it: "Yes, I agree, but no I don't agree. Power is there, but 
where does that power go?" Lon's angry voice chimed in, accusing the instructors of the very 
issue he had ranted about earlier: "Here is the solution in one word -- 'reverse sexism'." 
Obviously it seemed to these men that their predicament was outright evidence that men could 
be the victims of women in positions of power. 
The atmosphere fairly vibrated with feelings of anger, hostility, and general 
discomfort. Ms. Strong declared a 15-minute time out, adding a further dig: "after the break 
we'll get into same-sex groups so that the women can hear from each other — which isn't 
happening enough in the large group." During the break, a number of student comments bore 
witness to the emotional state of affairs. Kim commented nervously to another student that 
she didn't like "dividing people into power relationships of attacker and victim," and A1 
remarked to Eddy, "I don't want to create a hostile atmosphere, so I'll just shut up." Eddy 
replied that there was already a hostile atmosphere. Kim approached the researcher — a 
neutral, therefore safe party -- and expressed her anxiety: "The instructors are asking for 
trouble. I don't feel comfortable with the antagonistic approach. I don't blame the men for 
protesting. I think the teachers should do it differently... not present it as a power situation." 
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The Instructors Shift Gears 
After the break, Mr. Acker took over. He did not address the challenge to the 
definition, but focused attention on the students' feelings and behavior, emphasizing that 
people should recall the groundrules and avoid the words "right and wrong." He said that 
"sexism is a very emotional issue," and Ms. Strong reinforced this by framing the upset within 
a larger context of current events, thereby interpreting it as an example of male defensiveness: 
I feel like at this point in time everyone's emotions are very very high around sexism. 
The Bobbitt thing [see above, p. 138] would never have happened if this weren't the 
situation. We're asking you to feel strongly and think critically at the same time, 
even though it's hard. 
Mr. Acker then proceeded to give quite a long lecture on the various departmental 
theories about oppression, silencing anyone who tried to question him — including Ms. Strong 
when she tried to add a point. He talked on and on, while a number of people grew restless 
and apparently bored. The researcher was very taken aback by this shift from experiential 
learning to what Freire (1970) terms "banking education," (see above, p. 93) and worried that 
some students might simply become further alienated by having to sit with their feelings of 
resentment. It seemed as though the instructors' authoritative stance could only further widen 
the rift between themselves and the students. This proved to be the case, as we shall see. 
Some of this dormant resentment burbled to the surface when Mr. Acker decided to 
reframe the morning's conflict in terms of the right-thinking instructors versus the wrong¬ 
thinking students. He stressed the need for "academic clarity" and "critical thinking," warning 
that if anyone was going to use terms like "right" and "wrong," they'd better be ready to back 
up their argument with facts and solid critical thinking. He told the class that everyone had 
"prejudices," and that some prejudices could be viewed as healthy biases. He included in this 
"healthy" category of bias his own very strong prejudice against people who indulged in 
"sloppy thinking" and "presenting arguments as facts." His reframe was an embarrassing 
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teacherly scolding and a blatant put-down of A1 and his cohorts. He then went back to his 
lecture on oppression theories and mistakenly used the word "geographical" to illustrate a 
point, when what he meant was "geological." 
The opportunity to catch Mr. Acker on a factual error was too tempting for Carlos. 
His hand shot up, and he very correctly but very enthusiastically exclaimed, "I understand your 
point, but I think you mean 'geology7 and not 'geography'." Much to the researcher's 
amazement, Mr. Acker blew up: "Whether it's geology or geography is irrelevant. Didn't you 
get my point?" Carlos settled back smiling, evidently gratified at the success of 'hoisting Mr. 
Acker on his own petard': "Yes, I said I got your point, but I'm just clarifying." Ms. Strong 
came to Mr. Acker's rescue, throwing the focus back on the male students' guilt as the source 
of trouble: "Sexism comes in unconsciously before we can do anything about it, from our 
parents and everyone else. It's not a moral issue, and if we make it one, guilt can stop us 
from understanding it. Guilt leads to defensiveness and anger and blaming." 
Mr. Acker then resumed his lecture on theory and talked about guilt that blocks 
learning, as well as the current male backlash against feminism as depicted on the latest Time 
magazine cover ("Are Men that Bad?"), which he showed the class. In other words, the 
instructors interpreted the cause for the angry confrontations that had happened during the 
morning as guilt and defensiveness on the part of the male students. They did not accept any 
share of responsibility for the conflict, and did not legitimize the students' anger or validate 
any of the students' concerns as worthy of discussion. Lunchtime was never so welcome. 
Saturday Afternoon 
The Challenge 
After lunch a seating shift occurred which seemed to reflect the morning's conflict. 
Enemy camps tightened their forces. Thomas and Omar, two men of color who had been 
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silent up to this point moved to the opposite side of the room from the instructors, joining 
Carlos, Lon and Al. Phyllis and Tara also moved to that side; Eddy joined his friend Kristin 
in front of the east windows, also at a distance from the instructors. Phil moved away from 
Lon to be nearer to Edward and Jack, the men most knowledgeable on women's issues. The 
rest of the women, who had mostly remained silent ever since the "Take a Stand" discussions, 
remained in their neutral seats along the side wall or at the instructors' end of the room. 
Mr. Cox greeted the class and announced that they were going to divide into same- 
gender groups for discussion. He asked the students to be open to the experience, apparently 
expecting an antagonistic response. Indeed, he got one. Jack (a forthright teacher in his 30's) 
announced in a voice that quavered with emotion, 
I'd like to suggest to the facilitators that they change their style. We talked over lunch. 
Some people were offended by their criticism of the students. They felt belittled. It 
undoubtedly wasn't your intention to belittle our definitions, but some in the group felt 
that, and others who witnessed it agreed that this is what happened. 
Mr. Acker again took over and said the instructors needed to take time out to 
"regroup." The instructors whispered together, while the classmembers stared and murmured 
among themselves. Tension was so high that the researcher wished she had positioned herself 
behind the curtains. Mr. Cox finally proposed going around the circle and giving everyone a 
chance to give their reactions to the definition. Mr. Acker added that this was a check-in on 
how the morning went for everyone. This decision saved the day, and I believe, the entire 
learning experience. 
People Get to Sav How They Felt and Be Heard 
In general terms, the men and women reacted true to studies showing that women tend 
to feel conciliatory whereas men tend to get defiant and protect their egos (see Chapter III). 
On the whole, the women were less verbose than the men and expressed less anger toward the 
instructors. Anna - an unusually detached young woman - thought the definition was fine as 
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"a general overview." Phyllis, Kristin, and Marge expressed feeling all right about the tension 
and dynamics of the debate, but voiced concern over their perception that the men had been 
unfairly stereotyped and stifled. Phyllis also said that she personally felt "uncomfortable when 
we're caught up in the speech of political correctness — now I'm going to have to always think 
about what I'm saying." Alice said that the morning was too tense and that she needed more 
calm and less anger; Elizabeth was visibly upset and said she was also intimidated by the "way 
people were arguing and raising their voices." Hannah, Gwen, and Penny also expressed 
feelings of upset ~ and frustration as well. Gwen's voice quavered when she spoke. They felt 
that the morning had been a waste of time and that they were learning nothing. Tara was also 
upset and frustrated, but said she felt the biggest problem to the morning was that people 
weren't keeping open minds. In other words, what anger the women did express came out 
mostly in terms of "frustration" and "upset" rather than direct challenge to the instructors (or to 
the men) around the definition or process. 
Not surprisingly, the men were more verbose and expressed more direct anger. Jack, 
Lon, Carlos, and Eddy expressed anger at the instructors for "shoving definitions down our 
throats," telling the students they were "wrong" despite their own groundrules, and trying to 
shut the men down. They said that they didn't mind conflict, but wanted to be treated fairly. 
Phil said that he didn't like the tension and anger that came up in himself due to "people 
undermining the process"; he urged them all to try harder to understand differences. Edward 
sounded very upset, David somewhat less so; they were both open to the definition and 
exhorted everyone to listen more respectfully to one another. A1 did not express feelings, but 
apologized for what he now perceived as "undermining the process" by not using the correct 
terms when he challenged the instructors' definition: "If I could do it over and say it right, I 
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would." Omar and Thomas said they liked how the conflict kept them awake and suggested 
that people relax and not take things so personally. 
The instructors restored a semblance of harmony by praising the students for sharing 
different viewpoints and then basically continued with their own agenda. Mr. Brady 
appreciated everyone's "openness"; Mr. Cox told the students not to feel that they needed to 
"tiptoe through speech" and urged them to look into themselves to examine what was "pushing 
their buttons." He was immediately contradicted by Mr. Acker, who evidently wished to keep 
tighter control and urged people to think critically and speak carefully. Mr. Acker then 
declared heartily that the group was coming together and was off to a great start -- a tactic 
reminiscent of a political propaganda technique called "The Big Lie." Ms. Strong brought the 
issue back to the male students again, urging them to think about how they were dominating 
the conversation: "It's important that this morning happened. That anger and frustration is part 
of this group and is something to be learned from." 
The students' issue of feeling belittled was never addressed. The instructors implicitly 
and overtly stuck to their reframe that the angry confrontation was entirely due to the male 
students' defensiveness, sloppy thinking, and domination of the discussion. Their persistence 
in rewriting the story paid off: many of the students bought this one-sided version and from 
the anger event in these terms. In any event, the check-in seemed to satisfy most people for 
t 
the time being. 
Alone at Last? The Women Have Their Sav 
The class then broke up into same-sex groups. The men left, and the women sat on 
the floor in a circle to talk about their impressions of the morning and issues related to sexism. 
Interestingly, most of the women seemed to interpret the morning conflict from the perspective 
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of Ms. Strong's reframe - male defensiveness ~ rather than blaming the instructors at all. 
Gwen, a 30-year-old who had remained silent all morning, said she felt "frustrated": 
It seemed like the class was replaying what happens in society. The men seemed very 
threatened and defensive. That seems to be what happens when this issue comes up. 
I've been in the workforce for five years... the bosses and other men I work with 
always feel threatened when you bring any of this up, and like they're the bad guys. 
Elizabeth strongly agreed with the instructors' definition and explained that her childhood was 
traumatically affected by sexism which led to her being abused by men when she grew older. 
Because of this, she explained, during the angry discussion she "was shaking and breaking out 
in hives" and would have left if her friend, David, had not been reassuringly present. 
The conversation centered around men and included some expressions of anger. 
Kristin expressed great anger over a "bigot" she had encountered the night before, and went on 
to share her anger over her 'boyfriend' Eddy's sexist ways. Tara also said how "frustrated" she 
became at the men in this class who, "like many men," were "like brick walls"; she proposed 
different ways to reach out and educate them. Phyllis apparently grew uncomfortable with so 
much negativity towards men and pleaded for "fairness": "I want for women not to do to men 
the same as they've done to us." Elizabeth then brought up Phyllis' preoccupation with 'P.C.' 
and said that she had felt "such great rage" over being called "girl" rather than "woman" and 
went on to explain her position. She and Alice also explained to Anna their intimidation in 
front of large groups and/or men who were raising their voices. 
The women came across as open to each other, emotionally engaged, and — most 
importantly -- free to express anger that they had apparently not felt they could safely express 
in the larger group. They demonstrated the collaborative and caring spirit that researchers 
have attributed to women in class settings (see Chapter IV). 
157 
The Calm after the Storm 
The rest of the afternoon went smoothly. When the two groups came together again, 
they took a short break and then went around the circle sharing one thing everyone learned 
from the recent discussions. Both men and women told of positive learnings, mostly based on 
hearing others' stories and perspectives. The instructors applauded the new atmosphere of 
cooperation and openness, then showed a videotaped slide lecture by Dr. Jean Kilboume on 
sexism in the media called "Still Killing Us Softly." Following the video, the whole group 
discussed points that struck them, such as exploiting sexuality in order to sell products, and 
why women go along with the commercialization of their bodies. The class was now 
interacting well, with both men and women sharing in the discussion. Because of the new, 
safe atmosphere, Elizabeth actually felt comfortable enough to give an impassioned, angry 
explanation of why women use their bodies to make money. Mr. Acker followed up with a 
brief theoretical lecture on stages of awareness concerning oppression, and the class was 
dismissed with the assignment of bringing in either statistics about sexism or a sexist ad. 
Sunday Morning 
Peace at All Costs 
Sunday morning went much more smoothly. In mixed groups of four or five, the 
students made collages of the ads they had brought in, then the whole class discussed the 
problem of sexism in the media. At one point, Omar made a potentially anger-provoking 
remark - "Everybody will hate me, but I like looking at beautiful women scantily clad.... 
That's the way I am." However, nobody reacted with hatred'. Edward seemed more upset by 
Omaris statement than the women; he made an impassioned speech on the relationship between 
implied rape in the ad and what men expected on dates. But if the women felt any anger they 
did not express it. Instead, Kim appreciated his honesty and agreed that women need to take 
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responsibility for their behavior, and Anna said that she also liked looking at beautiful women. 
There was only one angry interruption, when Lon declared that the instructors were 
now calling on the men more than the women (which did not appear to be the case) and 
proposed a different format for the discussion. Mr. Acker interrupted Lon's ranting speech, 
and had the class vote on whether to continue as they were or stop to discuss the process 
again. He did a nice job of blending his authoritative presence with democracy: no one 
wanted to revert to conflict, and Lon retreated in angry silence. 
A few of the women expressed anger over the sexism they saw in the ads, but the 
general mood was for accord. Students read and shared statistics some of them brought in, 
then Kim gave a long and tedious talk based on some statistics she had invented (!), which 
baffled everyone. When Lon reacted rather harshly by saying "1 think we should present the 
truth in these classes," Omar and Jack made mitigating and conciliatory remarks to smooth the 
waters again. Even when Mel angrily declared that women "have too much power" in the new 
harassment suits, the women were not visibly riled. There was some discussion by the men of 
whether legal redress now gave women too much power over men (which played into their 
interest in "reverse sexism") but the women remained silent. This could have become a major 
bone of contention, but it seemed like the class - particularly the women - did not want any 
more trouble. Meanwhile, Mr. Acker kept a tight rein on them in order to save time for the 
next video. Did the Saturday morning battle and people's awareness of remaining landmines 
make people too cautious to take any more risks that might be important for learning? 
Censorship Alert! 
After a 15-minute break, the class went into the other room to watch "Dreamworlds," a 
video which blends MTV images and film extracts with a soundtrack showing how violence 
against women has become a norm in the world of entertainment. The students watched the 
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first half of the film intently, then talked in twos and threes while the instructors switched to 
the second videotape. During this time, Ms. Strong became concerned that the final gang rape 
scene in the video (from the movie, The Accused) was too graphic and would just "suck 
people in" rather than enlighten them. She and Mr. Cox introduced the second half of the 
video by voicing this concern. The class again became very absorbed in watching, but very 
shortly Mr. Cox turned the video off and announced that the instructors had decided not to 
show the last part of the film. Ms. Strong added that they felt there were better ways to 
handle the subject of violence against women. There were murmurs of protest, but she went 
ahead and divided the class into same-sex groups for discussion. 
This decision to 'censor' the video became another bone of contention, as a number of 
students felt that the instructors had ruined the effect of the film (and some students later 
reported that they felt this was done in an arbitrary and patronizing manner). Nevertheless, 
there was no insurrection in the all-women's caucus — only a few expressions of discontent. 
Phyllis asked how many had seen the video before, and Ms. Strong, apparently sensing 
trouble, quickly inserted her opinion on its shortcomings as a learning tool. The women 
murmured their assent, and Anna tried to initiate a discussion by revealing that for the first 
time in the weekend she was actually upset -- she was shocked that her little brother and his 
friends had watched MTV since they were six years old and had absorbed such a disregard for 
women. Phyllis was not about to let go of her discontent, though, and complained again: "I 
feel that the next half of the video is really effective — it shows how the violence plays out. 
It's the most powerful part of the movie." Elizabeth agreed that she was also disappointed 
with the decision. Rather than arguing or defending the decision, Ms. Strong simply agreed 
that it was a powerful section. She did such a nice job of validating their feelings without 
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backing down. Perhaps because of this, or perhaps because women are socialized to be less 
contentious in classroom situations, the group let go of their frustration and moved on. 
Constructive Anger among the Women 
Reactions to the video ranged from unconcern on Marge's part to shock and outrage 
expressed by many others. In a voice quavering with emotion, Elizabeth voiced her upset over 
Marge's unconcern: "I think you'd feel differently if six men raped you and said these things 
while doing it. You're fortunate you haven't been. But many women have." This was not 
taken as an attack -- the women were all intensely engaged in the discussion, but all seemed to 
feel a spirit of collaboration. Even Phyllis dropped her antagonism and joined the group to 
discuss the portrayal of women in the media and how it affected them personally, as well as 
issues of harassment and their common fear of men and rapists. Anger did come up, in the 
form of general outrage. Hannah expressed outrage over harassment she had experienced as a 
waitress; Kristin hearkened back to her experience with the "bigot" who put her down; Kim 
worried about her daughters' safety. The expressions of anger triggered a forgotten scene for 
Anna — she shared a terrifying incident from her past when a man had come up to her at a frat 
party and simply shoved her against a wall and started kissing her. 
Ms. Strong brought up the question of what they could do about all this harassment 
and violence. At first there were expressions of futility -- "What's the point?" "It wouldn't do 
any good." "Where would I start?" But anger resurfaced in a more active form: Phyllis said 
that her anger prompted her to rip offensive ads out of magazines, and tell "a guy at a frat 
party to take his hands off." Elizabeth then made an important statement (that several women 
later referred to as a key learning), passionately explaining that feminism was not "man¬ 
bashing" like many of them had thought, and that it was important that every woman take a 
stand for women's rights. Of this discussion Ms. Strong later said: 
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Women expressed anger in the all women's groups.... They also expressed fear. I feel 
like that always happens in the sexism classes. And when it's mixed [both men and 
women in the class], it happens in the women's groups. As the women start to get it, 
then there's anger." 
Challenging Authority! Anger Pavs Off 
The class was adjourned for lunch, but some of the male students angrily confronted 
the instructors, saying that they felt that it was both important and their right to see the rest of 
Dreamworlds. The instructors therefore set the video going about three-fourths of the way 
through the lunch break. This aggravated some students who didn't know about the decision 
and so came in too late for the viewing. Anger was again in the air, but the class moved 
ahead and the students who remained upset did not cause any further disturbances. The 
question is, did the instructors' decision to cut short the video divert some emotional energy 
from the learning experience to the more gratifying challenge of rebelling against authority? 
Sunday Afternoon 
One Woman Tries to Rock the Boat 
Now that the students had seen the video and discussed violence against women, Mr. 
Brady had the class form a line down the center of the room representing a "violence 
continuum" of male/female relations, ranging from love and caring to rape and murder. The 
students were asked to pick a category, write it on a piece of paper, and pick where it seemed 
to fit, ranging from positive at one end to negative at the other. The students took a little 
while to sort themselves out according to whether they thought "unwanted touching" was 
worse than "mental abuse," and so on. There was some discussion and shifting about as 
people changed their opinions. 
The students were then asked to discuss at what point along the continuum they would 
draw the line and intervene. Omar's response that "slang is O.K., and there's nothing I can do 
about the unequal pay, so I would step in at 'harassment' [the next level up]" was mentioned 
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by a couple of women later on as angering them, but they did not express their anger at this 
point. Mr. Brady, however, pushed the students by asking if they could "live in a world with 
Omar." Kim said she would start to intervene at "stereotyping," but Ms. Strong said that 
taking action would depend on the place and time. Ever supportive of the men, Phyllis 
declared that it was "easier for women" to interfere with stereotyping. Kim, on the other hand, 
felt it was important for everyone to interfere with stereotyping and astonished everyone by 
asking for a show of hands as to which men would step in at this point. 
Kim's attempt to hold the men accountable fizzled. David protested that the request 
felt too uncomfortable, and that taking action depended on the place and time as Ms. Strong 
had suggested. Mr. Brady agreed, but asked people to keep their signs and think about them. 
Accountability was not stressed - or even mentioned, for that matter — and the men were let 
off the hook. This would not be the case in Gass B. 
The Women Share Their Fears: the Men Beat Their Drums 
After some further discussion, the next activity was initiated: same-gender groups 
were to take turns in a "fishbowl" - discussing issues so that the other gender could learn by 
'overhearing.' While the men observed from the outskirts, the women sat in a small circle and 
talked about what they found hard about being a woman and what they liked about it. They 
discussed such topics as their fear of rape and violence and their desire that men would take 
women seriously rather than view women as sex objects: "Men have to start realizing that 
those women in the ads are not real. They compare us - real women - to them. They need 
to stop looking at us as bodies and start looking inside." Gwen recounted an upsetting 
incident in college that made her now "see all men as a threat." (She later recalled this 
moment as the one time during the weekend when she felt emotionally involved.) The women 
also discussed their need for "more space" in discussions. Elizabeth said that Saturday 
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morning she "was put on the defensive by people raising their voices and being angry. It 
wasn't wrong, but it did intimidate me. The men were jumping on top of one another; they 
need to be more gentle." Many of the women's comments were expressed with emotional 
intensity, but there were no outright angry declarations. 
The men then took a turn in the center of the "fishbowl" and launched right into anger. 
Eddy excitedly announced, 
I've been wanting to say this for a while - I don't like being stereotyped! Women are 
scared of men with good reason, but stereotyping is unfair. And I'm upset about the 
fact that sexism happens to men and we haven't touched on it! What about sexism 
against men?! 
Jack followed with anger over his difficulty with women's ambiguity and inconsistency: 
"You're supposed to be giving and feeling emotions and so on, raise your consciousness; but 
women still have the other expectations. You ask them to dance, you be the provider. What 
the hell do they want?" Lon answered angrily, "Get out of their way and leave them alone!" 
However, when Mr. Acker asked the men how they might be helpful to women, a few of them 
made statements that showed they had actually learned something and become motivated to 
change. Jack said he had learned that he needed to "back off and not say things so quickly, 
because I know it offends women," and Mel agreed that "I need to watch what I say, watch 
my tone of voice, not like with a man. I'm a real aggressive personality. They think I'm 
gonna get hostile when I'm just trying to express myself. I've got to be more appealing to 
their feelings." Omar added, 
In an argument with a guy, you can keep escalating, and if you're in total disagreement 
you can walk away. But when women see that, you can see their fear. They 
stonewall you during the day to get back at you. You have to stop the aggressive 
tone, try to step in their shoes. But I don't want to bend over totally backwards. It's a 
fine line I've got to find. 
However, Carlos burst in angrily that he intended to be the "same prick and jerk": 
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If she can't be open enough to accept me, they have a bias against my manhood. Why 
should I be a different friend to a girl than a guy? It's more likely a guy would get 
physical because of our aggressive nature -- but that's how society made us. We can't 
do anything about that! 
Even David, the friend of feminists, exclaimed angrily, "Do I hold back what I have to say so 
she can talk? But that is hindering my process!" The men's resentment seemed alive and well. 
Mr. Acker must have felt irritated with them, but he judiciously closed the session by trying to 
get them to examine their feelings: 
When you start feeling insulted and angry, that's a time to step back and look at that. 
That's part of your privilege as men... that 'I want to talk about me and what's 
impacting men.' But that's not at all the real issue. How do we collect privilege 
without even knowing it?" 
During the break, A1 confronted Mr. A over the Saturday morning scenario, saying 
that he would not have gotten so upset if Mr. Acker had acknowledged that sexism oppresses 
men and had been open to other definitions. Mr. Acker thanked him for his input; A1 
appeared somewhat mollified. In fact, in his survey, A1 said that he later "had it out" with Mr. 
Acker during a break and that this cleared the air, but that he felt Ms. Strong was downright 
hostile to him and all the males. Why did he never confront Ms. Strong in the same manner? 
I can only conclude that he had written her off as a "feminist" somehow beyond the pale of 
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communication. Toward the end of the break, Lon also expostulated angrily to Mr. Cox about 
the "censorship" of "Dreamworlds"; Mr. Cox calmed him down by acknowledging his feelings. 
All's Well that Ends Well 
After the break, Mr. Cox gave a brief lecture on how to take steps to effect change 
and the class discussed some difficulties that might come up. Ms. Strong had people jot down 
ideas for action they would like to undertake, and then pair up with another student who might 
have different views so they could compare strategies. People seemed to be constructively 
involved in the activity and there were no signs of further discontent. The students were asked 
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to reshuffle themselves a couple more times, then fill out action strategy forms. Instructors 
and students alike seemed relieved that the weekend was drawing to a close. 
The weekend concluded with a final 'check-in' around the whole circle, in which each 
person shared one thing they got out of the weekend. On the whole, people were very positive 
about the weekend. Don and Hannah spoke of how much difference an individual can make; 
Phyllis and Marge both "took back" what they had thought - that sexism "never happens to 
me." Anna and Thomas had come to realize that sexism was a bigger problem than they had 
thought. Eddy realized that he could inflict hurt on others all too easily, and resolved to watch 
what he said because "every person counts." Kristin resolved to stop calling her friends 
"bitches and sluts" -- "even changing my vocabulary will help." Omar was going to try to 
look women in the eyes like he did with men, rather than at their body parts. 
Some of the class shared learnings that seemed to allude to the Saturday morning 
issues of power and airtime. Tara "learned a lot about why it's so hard for men to understand 
sexism"; Edward felt more enlightened about the different "stages" people were at around 
sexism "and to give more space to them." Penny wanted to be taken more seriously from now 
on -- and "listened to." Alice said she had learned it was important for her to speak. Al's 
main learning was that he could help "more by listening than by talking," and Carlos amazed 
the class by saying he finally realized that he needed to "use different words or actions that 
aren't oppressive." Phil, interested in becoming a instructor for the department, said he 
learned the most from watching the instructors deal with conflict: 
Most powerfully, I gained knowledge about myself and my reactions to group 
dynamics. And why I get so upset in discussions about sexism, and that it's not 
necessary for me to quell and shut down discussion. It's safe. 
It is fascinating that he did not feel the discussion had been shut down, since that is precisely 
what the instructors did! If nothing else, his illusion was a testament to the instructors' skill at 
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regaining and maintaining control over the confrontational students. Of the entire class, only 
Jack made a vaguely hostile allusion to Saturday morning: "Men are suffering too. I've 
learned what it feels like to have power direct your life." 
Some Preliminary Conclusions 
What kinds of anger come up in a class on sexism, and 
are there observable differences based on gender? 
a) What are the apparent causes of anger? 
b) How is anger expressed? 
c) What are the visible or apparent effects on the learning experience? 
a) Kinds. Differences. Causes 
The anger expressed during the weekend differed significantly for men and women. 
Anger that was expressed in class took the following forms: 1) the Saturday morning power 
struggle between the instructors and the students (mostly men) over the definition of sexism, 
2) women in single-sex groups angry over the various ways sexism hurts women; 3) students 
(mostly men) resenting the arbitrary decision to cut the second half of "Dreamworlds," 
4) men's anger over "reverse sexism" resurfacing in their fishbowl. 
The Saturday morning conflict was the main anger event of the weekend. For most of 
the men, this anger took the form of self defense or righteous indignation against perceived 
injustices -- being stereotyped, being labeled "bad guys," being shut down, being patronized by 
the instructors. Their anger appeared to be caused partly by the current backlash and hence 
their own readiness to be defensively angry over issues like reverse sexism and political 
correctness. It was seemingly caused partly by their own pleasure in angry confrontation and 
strength in numbers; but more immediately by being unfairly shut down, out-defined, and 
belittled by the instructors' angry profile of them. On the other hand, a couple of the men's 
anger came from frustration toward their fellow men who were "undermining the process." A 
few women expressed protective anger on behalf of the men partly because they were also 
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ready to defend themselves against political correctness or the idea of sexism, partly because 
they perceived the definition and shutting down of the men as unjust, and perhaps partly 
because they were predisposed to support men. Some women expressed constructive anger 
over a growing awareness of sexism and over the men's resistance to learning. Nevertheless, 
the men's anger took center stage for the entire weekend. 
b) Expression 
The men expressed their anger more vigorously -- even enthusiastically — and often in 
the form of direct challenges or attacks. Their anger always took center stage and claimed 
everyone's time and energy. The women's anger was generally more indirect — about issues or 
experiences rather than toward people. In single-sex caucuses the women felt freer to vent 
their anger about men and about the men's actions in class, but they never confronted the men 
in class with this anger. The only direct angry confrontations (by Phyllis and Marge) were 
toward the instructors on behalf of the men -- expressions of protective anger that society 
condones in women as part of their caretaking role. Even the women's protests about the 
video being cut short did not take the form of direct attacks against Ms. Strong - and were 
therefore not acted on. Typical of females from grade school up, the women behaved well and 
seemed, on the whole, to feel uncomfortable with conflict and confrontation. 
c) Effects 
The visible effects of the men's anger on the learning experience were both good and 
bad. On the positive side, a few men and women simply seemed interested or appreciated 
being kept awake. And the men's angry challenges got visible results: the instructors had to 
restructure the rest of Saturday morning to deal with it, revise their plan after lunch to respond 
to it, and show the rest of the video after all on Sunday. Most importantly, both women and 
men seemed to learn from the Saturday morning conflict and discussions afterward that the 
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men did tend to dominate discussion and communicate more aggressively, and that men 
needed to ease up and give women "more space" -- even change some language. 
On the negative side, the Saturday morning conflict did duplicate what Ms. Strong 
wanted to avoid -- the usual scenario, from grade school up, of males dominating a classroom 
and diverting attention from the intended learning plan. At least two of the women felt 
intimidated or afraid; other women reported feeling frustrated and/or upset over the tension and 
waste of class time. It also seemed to make the women (and perhaps even the instructors) so 
intimidated by the possibility of its recurrence that they did not challenge the men later around 
key points of learning — especially that prickly pear, "reverse sexism." Except for Kim's 
attempt Sunday afternoon, which fizzled (perhaps because it was not angrily expressed?) they 
did not even challenge the men around accountability. Only the great male authority figure, 
Mr. Acker, managed to do this at the end of the men's fishbowl, in a very diplomatic fashion. 
The women's anger apparently had little effect on the men since it was not expressed 
toward the men. Ms. Strong's angry attacks on them, of course, had a major effect of 
escalating their anger and shutting them down, yet also of controlling them and hammering 
home an important point. Otherwise, the protective anger expressed by Phyllis and Marge 
served to encourage the men in their views. The men did seem to learn from listening to the 
women, especially during the women's fishbowl, but seemed to learn more from the women's 
fears than from their anger. However, in single-sex caucuses the effect of women's anger on 
each other — about sexism in their lives -- appeared constructive. It appeared to get them 
more involved in learning from each other, energized them to consider taking action, and made 
action seem possible. 
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Class B 
The People and the Setting 
Of the six men, three were older Caucasians, married with children, who considered 
themselves allies of the women's movement. The other three were college-age persons of 
color — one African American, one Vietnamese, and one Cambodian - who were not well- 
informed about sexism. All the men were apparently heterosexual. The older males did most 
of the talking during the weekend, leaving the men of color almost voiceless. As the weekend 
progressed, the women directed their discourse more and more exclusively toward the white 
males, with whom they seemed to feel more comfortable, so that the men of color tended to 
disappear into the woodwork. The size and makeup of the men's group made it seem even 
smaller and more vulnerable, and probably served to fire up the women's protective tendencies. 
Most of the 16 women were college-age and Caucasian. One slightly older woman 
(Diana) was an articulate feminist graduate student who came out as a lesbian to the class. 
Five women were in their thirties and forties, all married or divorced with children; one of 
these older women (Rose) was African American -- another person who felt isolated and 
without much voice during the weekend. 
All four instructors were Caucasian. The men on the training team did not try to 
dominate, and the balance of power fell toward the women — two articulate and confident 
lesbians who seemed to feel comfortable in roles of pedagogical leadership. Both were around 
thirty years old and had experience teaching these classes. Mr. Reed, a gay man in his upper 
twenties, was also an experienced and articulate diversity educator. The one heterosexual on 
the team, Mr. Smith, was a psychologist in his low forties, married, with children. 
The class was held along with several others in a group of conference rooms on the 
9th floor of the university campus center. Large windows lined the north wall, revealing a 
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tantalizing spring weekend. When the instructors arrived, they situated themselves at the east 
end of the room in front of the blackboard and worktable. Apparently Mr. Reed was supposed 
to come ahead of time to put up informational newsprints and greet people, but he was late, so 
there was some confusion and consternation among the early arrivals. Another minor 
frustration (especially for the researcher) was that the room was too narrow for a comfortable 
class discussion — it was difficult to see and hear everyone in the circle. 
Was the stage pre-set for anger to occur? The room seemed somewhat cramped, and 
the chairs were not very comfortable; it was beautiful outside and stuffy inside. How could 
anyone want to be there? Many people were bound to be resentful of losing a whole weekend 
at this point in the semester, and indeed, throughout the weekend it did seem as though many 
students were tired and not into the learning experience. If anything, the stage was set for the 
kind of frustration and irritation that can shut people down in apathy. 
Saturday Morning 
Look Ma. No Conflict 
After the instructors introduced themselves, Ms. Almy tried to offset initial reluctance 
at being there by having people go around the circle to say what they had to give up for the 
weekend because of the class. She then asked people to express hopes or fears for learning. 
Apparently a few people had participated in an upsetting diversity class earlier in the semester, 
and Roberta, an energetic young woman working on teacher certification, now expressed the 
hope that this one would not be so stressful. In a reassuring but straightforward manner, Ms. 
T asked her to be open to the possibility that uncomfortable feelings might well come up. Mr. 
Smith then launched into a somewhat tedious description of the class agenda. 
In this introductory phase, the instructors all emphasized comfort, safety, and 
collaboration; unlike the more authoritarian Class A senior instructors, they did not put forth 
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any controversial assumptions — for instance, that sexism was in everyone or that men would 
dominate the discussion. Things got off to a rather slow start; so far the only risk seemed to 
be that of boredom. 
In the spirit of collaboration, rather than imposing their own opinions and groundrules 
on the class, the instructors spent an inordinate amount of time having the students come up 
with their own. To avoid any feelings of coercion they used the term "guidelines" rather than 
"groundrules." Ms. B led the class in this activity, emphasizing that the goal was to help them 
create a "safe space" for discussing the "volatile issues" around sexism. She put people into 
triads to discuss what they needed in order to be open to learning, and what behaviors might 
get in the way of their learning. The groups then reported out and discussed their suggestions. 
Interestingly, many of the suggestions touched on issues that seemed to come right out 
of the Class A. One would almost think these people had heard about that explosive weekend. 
The first group wanted "to feel comfortable enough to say what we're thinking without people 
jumping down our throats. We don't want to feel censored or shut down.... If people feel they 
will be personally attacked rather than being discussed with, then they will feel they can't 
participate." The next group suggested that "non-neutral facilitators" might block their 
learning. Rose, the one African American woman, added that "if the facilitators are biased, it 
can shut people down." Another group suggested that "lack of trust" and "disunity" would be 
prohibitive to learning. 
In the course of the presentations two of the older men brought up typical male fears 
of being stereotyped and blamed. James, a teacher and father proud of his egalitarian track 
record, emphasized that he did not want to be labeled: "I've spent all my life trying to bring 
up my kids not to be [macho], and I don't want to be forced to play a role that contradicts the 
way I feel." Tod, a garrulous actor in his upper 30's, precluded blame by pointing out 
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hopefully that, "obviously everybody's intent in being here is so they can help and not so they 
can hurt." Anxiety, defensiveness, and potential for anger: like the men in the Class A, both 
seemed to fear being identified as 'bad guys' and were possibly ready to get angry if they felt 
this was happening. 
Evidently a number of people in the class expected and even feared the possibility of 
conflict. The last group said they felt that "an argumentative environment was something we 
found hurt the learning experience and caused withdrawal or more active defensiveness 
because it set up a fear of being judged or being wrong, and fear of exposing your own 
shame." Ms. Birch did a nice job of trying to allay these fears without promising harmony, by 
using herself as a role model: "For me to be in an argument, coming out of a family that 
doesn't argue, I freak out. This means that I don't need to be in those arguments, but that I 
need to notice how I feel." She pointed out that people communicate differently — some 
people love to argue and find argument an important part of learning. Ms. Almy suggested 
writing feelings in a journal to avoid shutting down in a tense situation; Barb, an older woman 
with a background of recovery work in AA, suggested that a person who is very upset might 
leave the room for a while. Diana proposed avoiding the possibility of upset by asking for 
clarification rather than confronting someone argumentatively. The researcher got the definite 
impression that these people (mainly women) feared anger. The word "anger" was never used, 
but things like conflict, confrontation, argument, being judged, pushing buttons inadvertently, 
mistrust, disunity, biased facilitators are all elements associated with anger. 
The thorough discussion brought fears out in the open and laid the groundwork for 
trust by letting the students feel they had some control over the class. This feeling of control 
was enhanced by the instructors' non-superior stance. Unlike Mr. Acker and Ms. Strong, they 
put themselves on the same level as the students by sharing power and by honestly admitting 
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their own biases rather than presenting their assumptions as givens. They did not promise a 
stress-free learning experience, but reassured people through their own willingness to deal with 
whatever might come up. People were able to embark on an exploration of sexism in a 
collaborative manner without feeling an undue need to defend themselves. 
At the end of the discussion, a volunteer was asked to lie down on a large piece of 
paper so that someone could trace a human body. This was an awkward element to introduce 
into a mixed class on sexism: none of the women wanted to be placed in such a vulnerable 
position, so Tod finally volunteered. After the drawing was completed (now, ironically, of a 
man) people were asked to write inside the body what would help their learning, and outside 
the body what would hinder it. The strangely personified contract for the weekend was then 
hung on the wall. By this time the class seemed to be getting bored and restless, and when 
the instructors then wanted to choose a name for the body , there were sounds of complaint. 
Indeed, some people later said they were irritated that setting up discussion guidelines took 
almost half the morning away from working on sexism. Irritation -- that prickly cousin in the 
anger family — may well have shut people down to a certain extent. It had that effect on the 
researcher, who reached for her coffee canister. 
Stereotypes Emerge about Women and Anger 
Ms. Almy divided people into groups of four for an exercise on gender stereotyping. 
This was a collaborative activity which seemed to do a good job of getting people personally 
engaged and interactively involved. Three groups wrote lists of what came to mind with the 
phrase, "Act like a lady"; the other three wrote the same for "Act like a man." Many of the 
prescriptions for ladies sounded quite 19th Century: "be passive, no swearing, sit with your 
legs crossed, be polite, sympathetic, emotional but not angry, passive, quiet, don't speak your 
mind, weak, family orientated, sensitive to others, good looking, domesticated, don't be loud, 
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be neat, look pretty not smart, giddy, cute, laugh, smile and be happy, don't fight." Evidently, 
whatever the reality around people's experiences of anger, the perception was still 
commonplace that women were not supposed to be angry. People remarked on how easy it 
was to come up with such stereotypes, and how familiar they were to everyone. 
The groups then drew a box around their listed words and wrote on the right side of 
the box the names a person might get called for stepping outside of it. A typical list was: 
"dike, bitch, feminist, jock, tomboy, man, P.C. person, slut, radical, strong, manhater, beast, 
feminazi, brute, Gloria Steinham" — and most interestingly for this research project, "angry." 
Not only was anger deemed inappropriate for a "lady," it was classified in derogatory terms -- 
which would keep many women from expressing it. It is important to note that anger thus 
labeled will lack group validation: as Diana remarked later in this class, "I try to put things 
out there so it comes from guys, rather than just come out with it myself. Guys are heard 
when they're assertive, but a wall goes up if I put it out there." The students then wrote on 
the other side of the box the results if a person stepped outside of the gender box in anger or 
other ways: "alienated, ridiculed, harassed, insulted, rejected, bad reputation, seen as tyrant, 
raped, lose job, confused about identity, feel inferior," etc. 
Anger Ignites, but Soon Dies Down. Not Enough Kindling? 
After a break, the whole class discussed the activity, initially focusing on their angry 
reactions to the gender box. Nora, a wife and mother in her 40's, said angrily that it made her 
"feel like shriveling up"; Bari? declared that she found the box "horrifying" - "All those 
expectations suppress who you really are, what you want to do." Kay, a 38-year-old wife and 
mother who worked at the Everywoman's Center, said that the restrictions made her feel 
"angry." She recounted that when she took a self defense course and started "speaking up 
about things," her boyfriend told her she had become a "manhater." Her anger seemed to 
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spark a learning for her. Thats an aha!" It may well be that the fact that anger was brought 
up so prominently now helped to bring up some anger among women later in the weekend. 
Ms. Almy judiciously asked if anybody was "not sure how they feel," and pointed out 
that some people might not feel angry. This encouraged Glenda, a sophisticated young woman 
who worked in a beauty parlor, to say that she didn't think all the qualities were necessarily 
bad: "You could choose to be polite, and to feel good about it." Rather than debating her 
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point or trying to label it as part of sexism, Ms. Almy validated Glenda's dissenting voice with 
an example from her own experience: "some people might think it's a pain to shave legs and 
feel limited, others not." Even Diana, one of the most ardent feminists in the class, added that 
"if someone decides it's O.K. to be softspoken, it's empowering." Harmony reigned. In this 
discussion women did most of the talking, though the three white men joined in when the 
male gender boxes were examined. Learning seemed to be taking place: a number of women 
seemed struck by the fact that most of the descriptors for being a man were more positive than 
those for a lady. 
Mr. Reed announced hopefully that there were "a lot of feelings out there" that could 
be brought out in the same-sex discussions, and the class separated into caucuses. The women 
further separated into two groups so that more people could participate. The theme of the 
group closest the researcher was how diminutive women are expected to be -- don't take up 
too much space, don't be too loud, don't be too successful, don't put out negative emotions. 
These women did appear somewhat emotionally engaged as they brought up examples of ways 
they had felt limited because of their gender, but no strong feelings came up. No one 
expressed anger over their experiences; instead. Barb and Roberta said they felt guilty or "bad" 
if they asserted their own feelings or expressed anything other than sensitivity to others' needs. 
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After lunch Ms. Birch confirmed the researcher's observation that so far people had not put 
forth "any really personal stuff." 
Saturday Afternoon 
A Missed Potential for Intense Discussion... and Anger 
As people came back from lunch, they were asked to take some time to look at a 
gallery of pictures and articles on violence against women that another group of instructors had 
assembled in a nearby room. The viewing was not part of the original design for the class, so 
there was no official time allotted for discussion of these rather intense graphic images and 
descriptions of abused women from all over the state. Mr. Reed asked for thoughts or feelings 
that came up during the morning or over lunchtime. After some initial silence, he changed to 
a check-in in the form of a go-around. It turned out that a number of people were feeling 
upset over the pictures of battered women they had just seen, and were turning those images 
over in their minds along with the gender restrictions of the morning activity. Feelings were 
named as: "overwhelmed," "really upset," "really sad," "affected," "deeply disturbed," 
"shocked." Comments such as "I just realized how much there is to discuss in this topic," and 
"It never dawned on me before -- all the attributes attributed to women are the things men 
don't want" indicated that some of the women were beginning to make some connections. 
Interestingly, many women used terms "sudden realization" or "dawning" about their learning, 
or of being physically aggressed against: "Next door had a big impact," "really hit home," "it 
struck me," (about the gender box), "never hit me in the face until now." 
Of the male students, only the Cambodian and Vietnamese men expressed being 
affected or impacted by the gallery; Mark and Tod expressed comfort with how the class was 
going, and James stressed the importance of self defense for women. His remark could have 
precipitated a conflict at this point, because Ms. Almy interrupted the flow of check-ins to 
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suggest that he refocus on men to effect change rather than put the burden on women. But 
even though she silenced him when he tried to protest, he did not react with visible anger, nor 
did any of the other men (or women) protest on his behalf. Except for the women's briefly 
stated reactions to the gallery, it was unclear what people were feeling — if anything. Mr. 
Reed again asked people to be aware of their feelings as the class moved into "the heart of the 
issue," namely rape and violence against women. 
The Women Get Mad 
People shifted their chairs to one comer of the room to watch a documentary narrated 
by Peter Jennings on "Men, Sex, and Rape." The video basically depicted how U.S. culture 
condones and even encourages men's sexual exploitation of women, ranging from the 
enjoyment of strippers at clubs and bachelors' parties to the fulfillment of power fantasies 
through acquaintance and stranger rape. Afterwards everyone took a fifteen minute break, 
then separated into same-sex caucuses for discussion; this time the women chose not to split 
into two separate groups. 
Indeed, the women's caucus revolved around feelings; all expressed strong feelings - 
amazement, upset, fear, a sense of loss, an "almost neurotic" need for caution, and a sense of 
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defeat. There had been a few tentative expressions of anger among the women over the 
gender box findings, but the video engendered a good deal more. Discussion began with 
expressions of incredulity and dismay over the strippers and bachelor parties, and quickly 
moved on to stories of fear over walking alone at night or encountering men in deserted 
places. Ms. Almy encouraged the group to explore how they felt about their fears by saying 
that personally it made her "angry" that she had to be so afraid. Kay agreed that it made her 
"mad" that at Christmas time she didn't feel safe going shopping at night ever since a young 
woman was murdered in the mall parking lot two years earlier. 
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Ms. Almy then steered the group more specifically toward expressing anger. She said 
that since she had always blamed herself for men's behavior she hadn't "been allowed as a 
woman to feel anger." She asked if others felt anger as well. This seemed to unleash similar 
feelings of anger - or perhaps it gave the women permission to feel and express anger (which 
probably would not have been the case if this discussion were in the larger mixed group). 
Joanne, a thoughtful young feminist, declared, "I'm really angry! We are told not to walk 
alone, not to do this or that, but men aren't told not to rape us. The focus shouldn't be on us." 
Roberta then angrily told about how her boss had sided with an obnoxious male customer who 
was harassing her, and Barb angrily recounted her personal history of abuse by her stepfather 
and incidents of rape and mistreatment that left her permanently scarred: "I'm always on my 
guard now... I live in a society where I feel like I don't trust most men!" There were several 
other expressions of anger over the injustices done to women in the judicial system and in the 
media, and over men's unwillingness to take responsibility for their own behavior. 
Interestingly, at this point, Ms. Almy stepped back in and toned down the anger she 
had called forth — apparently so that this would not become a 'male-bashing' session. She 
asked the women to remember their brothers and sons, and not to blame all men, pointing out 
that men are socialized into these behaviors. Ms. Birch, however, urged the women to "hold 
all the anger and frustration so we'll have an opportunity to let the men know how we feel." 
Ms. Almy's reminder seemed to shift feelings away from anger toward understanding 
and empathy for the women in the video and in life who needed to make their living by 
stripping - with a couple of remarks sympathetic to men thrown in for good measure. All 
signs of anger disappeared, even though Ms. Birch threw out a challenge by asking if there 
were no feelings of blame or judgment mixed in with the empathy - if they felt it was "safer 
to understand other women who are doing that and to just stay in the gender box." Their 
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empathy led to a discussion of their own internal conflicts around sexuality, sex roles and 
collusion with sexism: how to feel good about oneself without or despite buying into the 
system of sexual objectification and looksism. In this mood of empathy, the women expressed 
concern about not keeping the men waiting. They considerately wrapped up the caucus ~ then 
had to wait, themselves, for the men to return! 
Anger is Comfortably Passed Around 
Ms. Birch presented a brief lecture tying the gender box and violence into the larger 
picture of oppressioa The passive listening format may have had the effect of dissipating 
whatever emotions were still out there, especially since it was now fairly late in the day and 
people were getting tired. When the instructors asked people to share what went on in the 
caucus groups, there was foot dragging and silence. After some silence, James said that he 
"felt a good deal of anger, particularly about the guy in the video who raped the little girl." 
When Ms. Birch asked if other people felt anger, Belinda expressed fear and disbelief that 
"every man has fantasies about raping a woman," as a rapist in the video claimed. Kay 
returned to her feelings of anger, exclaiming that "it's such a screwed up system -- men get off 
so lightly, and women get blamed!" But Diana said that her frustration had been going on for 
so long that it had turned into "a different level" of emotion: "Sometimes you can get angry 
about something and go out and do something; but this will go on. This is a heavier feeling, 
it's not just angry." Evelyn (an athletic college-age woman) said she felt angry that she had to 
feel afraid waiting for a bus at night. Then there was silence. 
Christopher, a bearded intellectual in his 40's, expressed distress over his image in 
women's eyes as a potential rapist, and James again tried to focus on the women's need to 
learn self defense - thereby launching a debate on this issue. Several women pointed out that 
self defense was not the answer this didn't help much and just put the burden back on the 
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victims rather than on the attackers. Diana tried to placate James by agreeing that self defense 
made her feel more powerful, then entered into a mutually apologetic dialogue with him on 
why the women didn't like hearing that response from him. Tod then brought up the event in 
current news that was possibly affecting peoples' attitudes: the Oklahoma City bombing. He 
pointed out that a woman is supposed to take a self defense class to be more like a man, but 
violent incidents like this one made him think the answer was not "to be more like a man." 
Whatever feelings were going on inside of folks, on the surface the debate continued 
in a relatively safe, non-emotional and considerate vein. However, Ms. A finally expressed 
outright anger over James' implication that as a woman she needed to take responsibility for 
the problem of rape. Diana then followed suit, expressing her frustration at men in general 
who didn't even feel any need to listen to women or understand how the whole thing felt for 
them. Kay redirected the anger onto the men present: "You as agents need to facilitate change 
rather than put the burden on the targets." She sounded more assertive than angry, but at least 
she was direct and clear in where she wanted the blame and responsibility to lie. Tod 
countered that it was difficult for him to know how to give support when he didn't have any 
personal understanding of the problem -- he never even locked his house at night and couldn't 
figure out why his wife always wanted to. James apparently felt defensive about reactions to 
his plug for self defense, and now went into a rather lengthy apology -- he was sorry if he 
"pushed any buttons," but he still insisted on the need for oppressed individuals to "look out 
for themselves." During the break Diana tried yet again to appease him by drawing him into a 
dialogue about martial arts and self defense. 
Women in Conflict... over Men 
The instructors separated the men from the women again, and the women settled down 
to plan a set of rules the men would have to follow during their mm in the fishbowl activity 
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on Sunday. It is interesting that, whereas in Class A the instructors inadvertently caused the 
male students to feel oppressed but pretended they did not cause it, in this class the female 
students set up a controlled situation in which they purposely tried to make the men (as Ms. 
Almy put it) "experience our oppression where we have to follow male societal rules." 
The women looked like they were starting to drag a bit by now, but they seemed to 
get re-energized as the subject became controversial. The main struggle in the planning 
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session was between some women's enthusiasm for giving the men a sense of what women go 
through in their "gender box," and other women's desire to protect the men. Five of the 
women never contributed at all. The enthused women, encouraged by Ms. Birch, wanted to 
have the men cross some stereotypical gender barriers — hold hands, say positive things about 
each other's "physical attributes," communicate their feelings, etc. Again, the theme of 
emotionality and anger came up: the men were to be caring and emotional — but not angry. 
While these women were discussing what sorts of things they wanted the men to do 
and to talk about, others — led most persistently by Barb -- voiced concern over the men's 
comfort level and whether making them feel too uncomfortable would shut them down to 
learning. The dissenters also worried about committing an injustice: the activity felt too much 
like "turning the tables" or acting as oppressors toward a group of relatively innocuous men 
who were, after all, trying to understand sexism. When Ms. Almy and Ms. Birch encouraged 
them to stop "caretaking" the men and remember that "when something feels uncomfortable is 
when some good learning happens," the opposition seemed to fold -- except for Barb, who 
staunchly insisted that the men should not have to touch one another and that they should be 
allowed to pass if they feel uncomfortable asking a question. Ms. Almy gave her some 
conciliatory support by pointing out that some men are victims of rape, which might make 
them more sensitive to issues of touching. 
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Ostensibly the planning session was a conflict, but it was certainly a very circumspect 
and genteel conflict. The instructors pushed for some risktaking, but were open to the process 
and, in democratic fashion, left the final choices up to the students. Despite the dissenters, the 
group finally managed to put together a list of questions to ask the men about their experience 
as members of the "privileged" group. Though the women disagreed and seemed to have 
strong feelings about their views, they listened respectfully and spoke with consideration, never 
raising their voices at each other in anger. 
The hapless males returned and the day ended with a check-in in the form of a 
"weather report" to give people a chance to express how they were feeling. Reports ranged 
from "partly cloudy" to "foggy" and "humid"; from the researcher's standpoint, the exercise 
was a disappointingly hazy indicator of how people felt about the day. Homework was 
assigned — people were to bring in something that symbolized sexism, as well as a personal 
definition of sexism -- and class was dismissed. 
Sunday Morning 
Look Ma. No Anger 
As the students arrived, the instructors had them get into groups of four and five to 
discuss their 'show and tell' items and to come up with a composite of their definitions on 
newsprint. An incident occurred right away that in the Class A might have proven incendiary. 
In the group of four women and one man nearest the researcher, Tod was doing almost all the 
talking. When Ms. Birch came over and told Tod that he was taking up too much "airspace," 
he chuckled and said "O.K." and stopped talking for a few minutes, but then resumed his 
discourse about the sexist language in the carpentry trade. She spoke to him again, and again 
he backed off for a few minutes. In the entire weekend, this was the extent of confrontations 
over men dominating discussion. The researcher wept silently into her coffee mug. 
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Ms. Birch then called the class to order and reviewed the groundrules. She seemed 
desperate for signs of life, and added a new guideline that people should try hard to "lean into 
their own discomfort where real learning can take place," especially by "naming triggers when 
they happen" so that they could learn from talking about what "doesn't feel good." She then 
tried to get people democratically engaged in the process again by having them yell "aye" to 
reaffirm their contract. Obviously she (and presumably the other instructors) felt that too 
much comfort would not engender meaningful learning. But so far, collaboration ~ and 
comfort — were the rules of the day. 
Each group had a spokesperson present the definition they had agreed on, and 
individuals presented their items symbolizing sexism. The definitions almost all included the 
concept of one group having power over another based on gender, but not necessarily women 
over men. The 'show and tell' symbols of sexism ranged from Cosmo magazine to the Bible, 
which Diana said was used by her church to keep her in an abusive marriage playing the part 
of the good wife. Even this basically anti-religion stance -- which the researcher had seen 
ignite fires under otherwise placid students -- did not bring out any conflict. For one thing, 
Ms. Almy smoothed it over right away with a judicious reminder that everyone's experience of 
religion is different. The strongest emotions came up when Barb read a poem that she had 
written from the viewpoint of an abused spouse who depends on her lover for all her self 
worth. But the emotions expressed were empathy and admiration. 
Is This Class Drugged or What? 
The spirit of democracy and affiliation was carried over into the business of coming up 
with the recommended definition of sexism. Ms. Birch gave an overview of the students' 
definitions and said the instructors' role was to help them articulate what they "already knew 
inside." Mr. Smith said that he didn't disagree with anything in the definitions, but reminded 
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the class of the definition given of oppression during the introductory session several weeks 
prior to the weekend. At that time it had been stated that a member of a target group could 
not oppress a member of an agent group due to the power imbalance; he emphasized that the 
instructors definition of oppression included power. Mr. Reed summed it up by saying that 
sexism is "attitudes, behaviors, and institutional structures which subordinate women 
individually and as a group because of gender. It's the arbitrary assignment of roles, 
behaviors, and traits in society based on gender." 
By the time the instructors presented this one-way definition of sexism, everyone else 
had already had a chance to present theirs, and everyone had seen and discussed objectification 
of and violence against women. Perhaps this is why no one protested the idea that sexism is 
the oppression of women by men. The only student reaction to this came from Maureen, who 
exclaimed angrily that she was bothered by the "arbitrariness" of one gender dominating the 
other: "There really is no reason behind how somebody can be put into inferior place!" 
Otherwise the class sat in rather sodden silence. Both Ms. Birch and Ms. Almy were 
obviously disappointed in how intellectual and unemotional the morning had been. They 
urged people to be aware of their feelings and try to share them. 
The Women's Fishbowls: Relatively Calm Waters 
After a break, eight women sat in a circle in the center of the room while everyone 
else — particularly the men -- gathered around them to 'listen in' on what they wanted the men 
to hear. This first women's fishbowl group talked exclusively about their fears at night 
because of the threat of rape or violence from men. They seemed more or less emotionally 
engaged, but lamented the situation as a given in life rather than expressing it in terms of 
anger or frustration. Even though they were very non-judgmental, Carla bent over backwards 
to protect the male students by saying that her generalizations weren't fair to innocent men. 
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After ten minutes the second group of women replaced them and continued to talk 
about fears, and also added some personal experiences of harassment and stereotyping that had 
bothered them. This group spoke even more generally or theoretically about institutional 
sexism, though Nora expounded angrily on her many years of accepting harassment and 
belittlement as a woman working in a man's world. However, even Nora expressed what 
seemed like anger in terms of "shame" and "sadness" rather than outrage. Rose also sounded 
angry in her rather lengthy tirade against women thinking they needed men to be happy, but 
her feelings were not explored; instead Ms. Almy interrupted her with a time check, and after 
one more woman's statement said their time was up. On the whole, the women had seemed 
engaged in these exercises, but not dynamically so. 
The Men's Fishbowl: Stirring up a Tempest in a Teapot 
The men then entered the fishbowl, and the air became charged with tension and 
interest. Roberta used her practice teaching skills to set up the agreed-on conditions for the 
men: they were to sit properly with knees together or crossed in a ladylike manner and be 
touching at all times, either by holding hands or by placing a hand on the next man's shoulder. 
They were to be caring and considerate, honest but polite, not loud, watch their language, 
make eye contact with whomever they were speaking to, and express all their emotions — but 
no anger. If they felt angry or defensive, they were to explain what was bothering them. 
They had to raise their hands to talk; they could choose to pass on a question, but only if they 
explained why. 
There was some chuckling and smiling as the men assumed the required positions. 
Due to a back problem, James complained about having to sit with his legs crossed and was 
allowed to sit with his knees touching. Roberta asked how they felt about touching each other. 
A number of the women walked around the men to get a better view of their situation, and all 
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listened as the men one by one described their varying degrees of discomfort. The agreed-on 
questions were then posed — not only by Roberta, but by some of the more enthusiastic 
women as well: when the men first became aware of their male privileges, ways in which they 
had taken part in sexist behaviors (specifically whether they had gone to strip joints and 
indulged in things of that nature), and whether they would continue to do so after this class. 
The men spoke fairly defensively about their privileges of indulging in pornography 
and shows that exploited women. They seemed uncomfortable admitting this, but did not 
repent or want to change, despite their admissions that they felt embarrassed and saddened by 
the video. Most of the men, including the two instructors, answered the questions with 
apparent candor; the two Asian men remained pretty much silent throughout the activity. The 
atmosphere thickened with the men's growing discomfort, though they all acquiesced in going 
by the rules, and none of them exhibited outright anger. 
Women Alone: The Tempest Breaks Loose 
At about 11:30 the fishbowl activity was brought to a close and the class divided for 
same-sex caucuses. All the women contributed to this discussion, though Betsy, Evelyn, and 
Glenda sat removed from the group and had to be coaxed into it. After some initial talk about 
their conditioning as women not to take up space, Ms. Almy asked the group to focus on the 
men's fishbowl experience, and feelings of irritation emerged. The women expressed their 
"impatience" with the men's complaints and verbosity ("Oh come on, James, get real! ). This 
developed into full-fledged anger: Hillary declared that she was "getting really pissed off' 
when Tod said he couldn't guarantee that he would change any of his behaviors after the 
weekend: "It's like, Hellooo! He's learned all this valuable information and he's not even 
gonna use it!" Several other women agreed that it was sad and discouraging that the 
weekend did not seem to be having any impact on the men. 
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The discussion then shifted as Barb expressed a strong reaction against the way the 
women had "victimized" the men. She accused the women of behaving unfairly and, 
interestingly, felt that the women's anger had been the guiding force behind the activity -- an 
anger that was misplaced and unjustified: 
I felt really uncomfortable with those men sitting there - like a lot of anger was 
coming out from women onto them, and in my experience none of them have been the 
type to be oppressors. If I'd been targeted in a group like that, I would have left. I 
didn't feel right about the whole thing and didn't want to be a part of it. 
She staunchly maintained this position throughout the discussion, but while she was evidently 
angry at the women for using their anger against the men, she still never expressed her anger 
in the form of accusations but rather, in terms of how she felt. Maureen countered that they 
were "being too tolerant of both men and women": "It was very uncomfortable, but I wanted 
to make them feel some of that claustrophobia that we feel around sexism." 
The women became very engaged in discussing how it made them feel to reverse the 
power, since the exercise apparently made a number of them feel discomfort and empathy for 
this particular group of men who were here in good faith. Belinda did not use the word 
"anger," but sounded upset and angry as she expressed dislike both for the activity and for the 
men's responses. Roberta apparently felt completely conflicted — she intensely disliked 
"ganging up" on the men and "blaming" them, but thought the activity might have taught them 
something. Nora finally exploded in anger toward the men in the class and men in general: 
This weekend I'm really feeling for myself what I didn't realize was so much rage 
against men. I felt like, well I can get into this! I've had so much bottled up for 
years, and have had to take so much from younger men and all kinds, and I felt like 
they can experience this. I felt outrage when they said they might do it again! I felt 
like smacking them! And the fact that after the Superbowl is when 40 percent of 
violence against women happens: one of the men said, "Well I just don't get it." I am 
outraged! They just don't get it! I say good if they felt uncomfortable! And I don't 
think they felt uncomfortable enough! They know this is just a game and that they get 
to go out in the world again and have the power. 
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Her diatribe polarized people even more, bringing on a volley of comments that the men's 
discomfort was good, and then an equal volley of comments that it felt too uncomfortable for 
the women who were turning the tables. Nevertheless, the women never directly expressed 
anger toward each other in the form of accusations, even though feelings were running high. 
Ms. Almy tried to help the women get beyond feelings of guilt over making the men 
uncomfortable: "There's a difference between holding people accountable and blaming them. 
I don't feel defensive; I was asking, "What's your accountability?" Diana said that she would 
be interested to see if the men were going to continue to be "nice guys" now that they had 
been put through such discomfort, and Ms. Almy responded, chuckling, "And if we will 
continue to be so nice and maintain our caretaking roles." 
Conflict with angry men seemed to be a definite possibility, and might well have 
become a reality if the instructors had allowed time for an all-class discussion at this point 
when emotions were volatile and anger was in the air. Reportedly, the men had indeed 
exploded in anger and outrage during their caucus, and this surely would have been expressed 
at this point. The women waited a very long ten minutes for the men to rejoin them, with 
some of them chafing about the fact that they were yet again waiting on the men. There was 
definite tension in the room, and the combination of anger, hunger, and impatience might have 
proven a volatile mix in a mixed discussion. 
However, when the class finally came together again at 12:15, the instructors decided 
among themselves to have a lunch break before continuing. They later told the researcher that 
they felt it was too close to lunchtime to do justice to an all-class discussion, and also that 
they wanted to figure out how to handle all the anger that had come up. The class was 
dismissed; Mr. Smith urged people to try to eat lightly and keep their feelings "up there" 
because he did not want to "break the intensity" of the reactions to the fishbowl.. 
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Sunday Afternoon 
Anger Carefully Contained 
When the class came together after lunch, the instructors announced that due to time 
constraints, they had decided to carefully structure the reactions to the men's fishbowl. They 
asked for two representatives from each group to talk about anger and then accountability, and 
for two women to discuss the fact that some of them didn't feel good about the activity. 
Nora spoke quite eloquently about anger as a force that had been building in her 
during the course of her lifetime, that her new learnings brought to a head. Her statement was 
important in that it represented so ideally what a woman could learn from the class about her 
own oppression and showed so clearly the anger that comes up from that kind of learning. 
She related the men's fishbowl activity to her newfound anger against men: 
I discovered during the weekend I had a great deal of rage toward men — toward men 
who've oppressed me... toward men who get to make the rules that I have to follow 
without being able to question. And the more aware I become the angrier I get. I've 
been recalling a lot of things that happened to me in the past, and its dredged up a lot 
of anger and some shame, too, because I don't understand why I didn't speak up 
sooner.... This weekend I've found I have a lot of anger that I wasn't aware of. 
Barb's anger was protective, on behalf of the men in class as opposed to the men in 
her life who deserved such a lesson. Interestingly, she used an intransitive verb to avoid 
directing her anger toward the women who perpetrated the activity. 
My anger is a different sort of anger. I've had anger at different men in my life, but I 
was very angry at the way the men were being targeted, because being oppressed 
myself (and maybe this is caring or nurturing or whatever) but to me the majority of 
men in this room are pretty decent and civilized and shouldn't have to sit there and put 
up with that. But I was maybe more angry at the fact that I'd like some different 
gentlemen to be up there and experiencing what we have to feel and the oppression we 
have to go through. 
James thanked Barb for sticking up for the men ~ a reward that doubtless reinforced 
her "caretaking" efforts. He and Mark spoke for the men on how angry they felt by being 
stigmatized and unfairly put on trial. Mark felt he was automatically branded as a sexist and 
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rapist; James was upset because he had "felt daggers sticking in his back," and knew that 
every answer they gave would be a wrong answer. The men had apparently felt even more 
uncomfortable and guilt-ridden than they looked. 
Learning was, after all, the goal of the men's fishbowl activity. Maureen and Diana 
addressed the next theme — "accountability." They both gave the opinion that even though the 
fishbowl exercise felt uncomfortable, the men were here to learn about sexism that was still in 
them, not to congratulate themselves on how much less sexist they were than other men. Mr. 
Smith then asked the men to talk about what they learned from the anger, and there was a 
long period of silence. Finally Christopher spoke up: 
The anger tells us there's something wrong, we [men] have the option of turning our 
backs.... We have to get beyond steeping in our anger and move beyond it. I was 
struck by the question, "What is my role in oppressing women? I have to look at that 
instead of how I'm trying to help the women's movement 
Mr. Smith followed this remark with a long statement on how angry he had been over "being 
unjustly and unfairly treated" but that it created empathy and understanding for what women 
suffer - "useful motivation from which to bring about change." He differentiated between 
"anger" as a less commendable emotion, like what he felt when his two-year-old daughter 
wouldn't get dressed and made him late for work, and "outrage" that the men felt from 
experiencing "something unjust to yourself or to another human being." "That's totally 
appropriate when you're being mistreated, and that's what women experience all the time." He 
said that anger "was not necessarily the stuff by which people could make sense of their 
experience in the course of these classes," but that outrage was valid and constructive. 
When Ms. Almy asked the women to talk about not feeling good about the fishbowl, 
Kathy spoke about how difficult it was to make the men so uncomfortable, and also about her 
dissatisfaction with the activity, since many of the strictures put on women in real life are 
much more subtle than those the men experienced. After a period of silence, Carla added that 
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"what didn't feel good was knowing that the men get to step back into their reality. That was 
just a role play, and we have to step out of the ten minutes of power and go back to being 
treated that way by society." It was interesting that the women's dissatisfaction, at least as 
represented here, was less over the injustice wrought on the men and more over whether it 
really taught them enough. 
The instructors then went around the circle so everyone could take thirty seconds to 
tell what their uppermost concern was just then. Belinda said she still felt "a great deal of 
anger." She didn't like "the way Mr. Smith contrasted "outrage" with "anger." [The men's] 
outrage was just shock, but anger is so much deeper than that. I didn't get the sense that 
anger was felt." Her angry accusation was an unusually bold one since it was directed not 
only at one of the men in the class, but at one of the male instructors. She ended it with a 
typically female softener to the statement: "That's just my observation." Most of the women 
made noncommittal remarks about the class or their feelings; only a few (Roberta, Glenda, 
Nora, and Joanne) reasserted the importance of the men going through the fishbowl experience 
in order to feel how important it was to take more responsibility for their behavior. The men 
still seemed discontented with their lot, though Mark and Kenny said they had learned from 
the experience. Only James expressed more anger over the activity. On the whole, people 
seemed either confused about their feelings, or just wanted to move on. A few people passed. 
Mr. Reed then said he felt "ashamed" that all this time was spent on the men's 
fishbowl and that the class had never discussed the women's two fishbowls at all. The 
realization that the class had focused so exclusively on men's experience for a good portion of 




Mr. Reed gave a fifteen-minute lecture on theory of social identity development which 
he and Ms. Almy found useful.2 According to this model, a person moves from naive 
"acceptance" of an oppressive system to awareness and the possibility for "resistance" of that 
system. From resistance a person can then progress toward "redefinition" of the self in non- 
oppressive terms, and ultimately toward "internalization" of the new perspective — a higher 
level of awareness that enables one to understand and work with the oppressor, as well as 
broadening one's scope to include awareness of other forms of oppression. Mr. Reed and Ms. 
Almy spent a sizeable amount of time giving examples from their lives to illustrate what the 
different stages might look like in people. Of particular interest for this study, Ms. Almy 
explained that most anger comes up during the "active resistance" phase. She illustrated with 
examples of how she felt toward men and society during that phase, and said that she was 
finally moving beyond this anger that so that she could communicate with men and "have 
them hear what I'm saying -- because if I come from a place of anger, they won't be able to 
hear." The students were now encouraged to reflect on where they might find themselves in 
the developmental model. 
The presentation served to disengage people and move them toward boredom and 
apathy. The energy level seemed low and the atmosphere vaguely negative. When the break 
came, Rose told the researcher that she had become so disenchanted by the way people were 
isolating her Saturday, and by the ineffectuality of the men's fishbowl exercise, that she had 
simply disengaged herself and written off the entire weekend. 
2 Since the Jackson/Hardiman model of Social Identity Development was emphasized in this 
class, a summary of it is was included in Chapter I, and a question was added to the Post-Class 
Interview Guidelines to shed further light on the participants' learning experience. 
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After the break, the instructors talked about how to go about intercepting sexism and 
gave the class some theoretical underpinnings to make action seem easier. They initiated a 
series of role plays on how to take action. Ms. Birch had everyone get into two lines down 
the length of the room and take turns saying something offensive and reacting to stop the 
offensive statement. Energy had visibly dropped during the presentation, but Ms. Birch put a 
great deal of personal energy into livening things up, so that most students became very much 
engaged in the activity. In between role plays, the class discussed how difficult or easy the 
interventions felt and threw in some examples from personal experience. 
i 
The instructors then broke the class into four groups and conducted four different 
group scenarios portraying sexism in action. In the cluster nearest the researcher, Mr. Reed 
played a teacher who ignored the female students and only called on James — who finally rose 
to their defense. Afterwards, Kay, Carla, and Evelyn shared their feelings of anger and 
frustration over this mistreatment. Mr. Reed said he "heard from the women a sense of 
growing frustration and anger," and wondered what they needed in order to speak out for 
themselves rather than waiting for a man like James to rescue them. No one had an answer, 
but people commented on the importance for teachers and parents not to use their position of 
power to silence those beneath them by saying "don't argue with me." 
As a final activity, Ms. Almy had people connect left hands on a large piece of paper 
in the middle of the floor, trace around the hands with a marker, then write an action plan on 
the paper. Afterwards there was a final check-in to share learnings. On the whole everyone 
had positive things to say about the weekend. The class ended with evaluations and logistics 
around handing in papers, and people fled into the spring sunshine. Nora, however, stayed 
behind a short while to ask for advice on what to do with all the anger she was now left with 
from the weekend. 
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Some Preliminary Conclusions 
What kinds of anger come up in a class on sexism, and 
are there observable differences based on gender? 
a) What are the apparent causes of anger? 
b) How is anger expressed? 
c) What are the visible or apparent effects on the learning experience? 
a) Kinds. Differences. Causes 
Careful consideration for others, general fatigue, and a widespread desire to avoid 
conflict seemed to be making Class B almost too safe for learning about sexism. However, 
anger did come up and did look very different according to gender. Anger that was expressed 
in Class B took the following forms: 1) women's reactions to the gender box activity -- over 
realizing they had been socialized into restrictive roles, 2) women's and men's anger over 
violence against women as shown in the gallery and the video, 3) some women's anger over 
James' insistence on individual defense -- and some signs of defensive anger from him in 
return, 4) the main anger event of the weekend: men's reactions to being "oppressed" in their 
fishbowl — anger that was barely expressed in front of the women; the women's conflagration 
of anger over the men's statements in the fishbowl, over men in general, and over the activity 
itself. 5) Another kind of anger that came up was due to racism: Rose's unresolved anger 
over her isolation in the class caused her to shut down to much of the learning experience. 
The men of color also appeared to feel isolated and outnumbered. 
Clearly, in Class B women's anger took center stage. Starting with the revelations 
about angry women made in the gender box activity, there was more awareness of anger and 
expression of anger among these women than in Class A. This seemed partly to result from 
Ms. Almy and Ms. Birch focusing on emotions during the weekend and making it clear that 
anger was an acceptable and reasonable emotion for the women to be feeling. It was probably 
also due to the time and energy put into creating a safe, collaborative environment with an 
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emphasis on same-sex caucusing -- the safest place of all for women to express anger. And I 
believe it was partly due to the fact that men's anger never became an intimidating factor — 
their group was small and lacked unity, and the vocal men wanted to help women rather than 
be angry at them. When the men did get angry, the instructors worked through it in the 
single-sex caucus and kept a lid on it in the all-class discussion. 
Both sexes expressed sadness and anger over the gallery and video on violence against 
women. Various women were angered during the course of the weekend by limitations 
imposed on women, arbitrarily, because of their gender. Sources for this anger were the 
gender box exercise, discussions about fear of violence, and to some extent sharing homework 
on advertising and media examples of sexism. A few women were angered by James' 
insistence on women learning self-defense. The most anger came up due to revelations made 
during the men's fishbowl: a number of women were outraged by the men's self-righteous 
attitudes and lack of interest in changing their sexist ways. Nora expressed the most anger of 
anyone during the entire weekend: her anger epitomized the rage and shame that can come up 
in a person who becomes flooded with new learnings about a lifetime of colluding in their 
own oppression. On the less positive side, at least one woman was angered by the women's 
unjust oppression of the men in the fishbowl activity: Barb ultimately turned all her energy 
toward caretaking the men due to the reversal of power by "angry women." Some other 
women were angry because they felt the activity was too simplistic to be effective. 
The men were upset and angered by feeling stereotyped and blamed during the 
fishbowl activity. Mr. Smith explained their anger in terms of justifiable "outrage" over being 
subjected to a form of oppression. He likened their reaction to women's outrage over sexism - 
- a comparison which "outraged" at least one woman, who felt the men did not deserve to 
compare this brief, simplistic exercise to women's oppression. Interestingly, though the men 
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protested the reversal of power in the fishbowl activity, and being made to feel like bad guys 
when they had come to this class in good faith out of a desire to help, the issue of "reverse 
sexism" never came up in the all-class discussions. This may have been due to current events, 
as stated above (p. 137) or to their individual lack of interest in or knowledge of the idea. 
Apart from this anger, James showed more and more defensive anger during the 
weekend due to his determination to be seen as a "good guy." His anger seemed to shut him 
down to understanding the women's points around self defense. He did not want to be shown 
any dirt under his collar, so to speak, and seemed to feel betrayed by their contrariness and 
ultimately by the fishbowl experience. 
b) Expression 
As in Class A, the women were reluctant to express anger or challenge the men in a 
confrontational manner. This was perhaps due to a conviction widespread among them that 
men would not react positively to women's anger. During the course of the weekend, several 
comments alluded to this belief. Ms. Almy felt that if she "came from a place of anger, they 
won't be able to hear"; Diana related that she never approached her bosses in anger because 
they would only dismiss her ~ "Pfff, angry woman." Maureen also distinguished between 
responding to someone "so that it slams them into the ground," and responding "so they can 
hear it." Barb was obviously quite critical of the women's anger as unreasonable retribution, 
and part of the men's resentment in the fishbowl seemed to come from their feeling "barbs" in 
s 
their backs, i.e. that they were the victims of unjustified anger. Whether out of fear of such 
negative interpretations of their anger or out of empathy and consideration, all weekend the 
women took care to phrase their anger so as not to shut down anyone of either sex. Rose's 
anger over her isolation was never expressed to the class, but rather took the form of 
withdrawal from people on Saturday and an aside to the researcher on Sunday. 
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The men in Class B were much more circumspect or considerate than the men in 
Class A: what little anger they did express was not accusatorial but explanatory of how they 
felt. And their anger was largely expressed out of sight of the women. I believe there were a 
number of reasons for the fact that the men never exploded in accusatory anger. In part, it 
was due to personal and group dynamics: where they were coming from as individuals, and 
the fact that they were fragmented and outnumbered. But I think it had more to do with the 
way the instructors established a work mode of collaboration and defused potential 
defensiveness from the beginning of the class. During the groundrules, the students 
themselves presented their feelings about conflict and blame and discussed ways to avoid it. 
Until the fishbowl activity, the women always took care to treat the men with consideration 
and appreciation. Also it helped that the fishbowl activity was brief, purposefully created, and 
thoroughly examined as a learning tool — and that their anger was allowed expression in the 
safety of their same-sex caucus and then carefully contained in class. 
c) Effects 
Aside from the fishbowl, all the anger that came up during the weekend appeared to 
have the effect of infusing energy into an otherwise unengaged group of people and creating 
some meaningful discussion. Since it was about issues rather than directed at individuals, it 
did not appear to turn anyone off but instead signaled important learning and got people to sit 
up and pay attention. 
u 
The question is, was the men's fishbowl exercise necessary to jumpstart the learning 
process for this class? To the researcher the squall came as a welcome breath of life over still 
waters. It seemed like many of these students were tired and wanted to be left alone in their 
present states of knowledge. Without the conflict that the activity artificially created, they 
might have bogged down in the apathy and groupthink that can be an unfortunate outcome of 
198 
too much careful consideration for others. On the surface at least, the activity did not seem to 
shut the men down to further learning, as some of the women had feared it might. And the 
dissension it produced among the women sparked some dynamic discussion around women's 
experience of sexism and men's recalcitrance. However, it did focus much of the weekend 
learning experience on men as opposed to women, and also polarized the women into the kind 
of enemy camps that anger tends to create. Though the women did not confront each other 
angrily, the spirit of collaboration and empathetic learning seemed to have been somewhat 
damaged. The low energy that was evident in a number of people the rest of that afternoon 
might have signaled a shut-down resulting from anger. 
Importantly, in Class B a few women were able to take a giant step beyond the 
women in Class A, and put aside their concern for the men long enough to challenge them on 
their accountability. I believe all the factors that allowed the women to feel and express anger 
— and know that it would be heard at least by some people as reasonable and justified - is 
what made this possible. And it was the anger generated by the men's reactions to the 
fishbowl activity that pushed these women to challenge the men — and themselves as well. 
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CHAPTER VII 
CLASS A REVISITED: 
STUDENT PERSPECTIVES ON LEARNING AND ANGER 
Introduction 
In the Japanese movie, Rashomon,1 the same event is recounted four entirely different 
ways, through flashbacks, by the four protagonists. The viewer has no idea whose narrative 
approaches the truth. In the course of interviewing people about the events in the two classes 
under observation, this researcher often found herself reflecting back on this movie. Students 
and instructors alike had different stories to tell about anger that came up in the two classes, 
sometimes contradicting their own previous statements or actions, as well as their peers'. The 
different viewpoints sometimes varied widely and were so unlike what the researcher had 
observed, that it often seemed like reality was anyone's guess. We are recalled to Hochschild's 
insights into the "plasticity" of experience as we make our way through the complexities of 
adult life on this planet (see above, p. 35). Fortunately, it is the very multiplicity of perceived 
truths that makes this study interesting. 
Chapters VII and VIII focus on the experiences as portrayed by students from Class A 
and Class B, respectively. The variety of data collection methods referred to in Chapter V 
provides a system of reality checks: where one piece of data often distorts the picture through 
its inherent inadequacies (e.g. a paper may reflect a student's desire to please the instructors), 
several pieces together offer a more reliable, composite truth. Each chapter begins with an 
overview of student statements made in evaluations and papers (and surveys, from Class A), 
then explores individual experiences in a series of case studies from each class. Chapter VII 
considers both genders more extensively and includes two case studies of men for purposes of 
XA highly acclaimed film produced in 1951 and directed by Akira Kurosawa. 
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comparison. Chapter VIII trains the camera more exclusively on women. Along with self- 
reports on anger, both chapters present what the students said they did and did not like about 
the class, as well as what they felt they learned, so that we can get a better idea of how anger 
tied in with their learning experience. 
Chapters VII and VIII are devoted to answering the second research question: 
What kinds of anger do male and female students report experiencing in the class and 
how does the anger facilitate or impede their learning? 
a) What experiences of anger (causes and expressions) do men and women 
report, and how do these relate to observed anger? 
b) How do personal background and attitudes toward anger and sexism 
tie in with their experience of anger in the class? 
c) In what ways does anger seem to impact their learning experience? 
An Overview of Student Perspectives 
Evaluations2 
Twenty-one evaluations were turned in Sunday at the end of the class. These are the 
freshest reactions and, since they are anonymous and unpolished, generally allow for more 
frankness and spontaneity than the papers. On the positive side, 15 of the 22 people 
appreciated sharing and listening to other people experiences, and 13 specifically mentioned 
the fishbowl activity as being useful to their learning — a finding which corroborates the 
researcher's observation in Chapter VI that statements made in the women's fishbowl did seem 
to be one source of the men's learnings, as self-reported in the men's fishbowl and in their 
final go-around on Sunday (see Chapter VI). There were numerous comments appreciating the 
2 The researcher was not given access to the back of the Class A evaluation sheets, where the 
students were asked for feedback on the individual instructors. 
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videos, ads, and statistics on sexism in the media and society; some people wished there had 
been more of these. Six people said that they liked the whole class "as is." 
On the negative side, 16 people expressed discontent in reference to Saturday morning. 
These ranged from statements about the general process, like "too much free for all speech" 
and "the groundrules were not followed" to direct complaints about the definition as presented: 
The definition is offensive to males and makes them defensive. It [should be] 
broadened out a bit to include sexism against males. 
I wish the definition of sexism had been presented differently because I feel it 
would have relieved the stress/tension level in the room. 
In all, eight people expressed dissatisfaction with the definition or the way it was introduced, 
and four still wanted to learn about "reverse sexism." There were some angry comments that 
appeared to come from the men: "too much power invested/ exercised by bad instructors," "I 
don't like people setting tons of groundrules for how I should behave," "acknowledgement of 
women's prejudice so the men will stop focusing on it, that is the male bashing." Six people 
(probably women) also expressed concern on behalf of the men — desires to hear more from 
them in the safety of small groups or suggestions on how to improve their learning experience. 
From the evaluations it seems that the students appreciated much of the class and did 
learn about sexism - especially from listening to each other and from the videos, statistics, 
and so forth. However, the issue of the definition was still unresolved in many minds, and a 
number of people were still angry and/or concerned over the way the men had been treated. 
These reports suggest that the Saturday morning conflict over the definition created anger and 
negative energy that detracted from an otherwise constructive learning experience. 
Surveys 
Surveys on anger (see Appendix D) were turned in by four men and four women 
within a few days after the class. These forms dug deeper than the evaluation forms, with 
specific questions on the students' experience of anger that came up during the weekend and 
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their thoughts about anger in general. Impressions were still fresh and the fill-in-the-blank 
format brought forth the same kind of sloppy spontaneity that promises candid reflections — if 
you can read them. 
The Men 
There were no surprises in the male surveys. The men knew what they were angry 
about and expressed their anger with gusto. Carlos, Al, and Lon all expressed anger over the 
authoritarian way the instructors (especially Ms. Strong) silenced the men Saturday morning, 
"rammed" a definition down their throats, and later censored Dreamworlds. Along with his 
prejudice against the female instructor, Al also revealed some homophobia and racism, angrily 
declaring his resentment that there were no "straight white" male instructors (a misperception 
on his part). On the other hand, Edward's anger was directed toward the male students like 
Al, Carlos, and Lon who "wanted sympathy for white males" (overlooking the fact that some 
of the protesting men were not "white"). All four male respondents confirmed that they 
expressed their anger in class, and all except Carlos felt it was justified and constructive. 
(Later in his interview, however, Carlos reversed this opinion.) Al said his anger was 
"constructive, without a doubt": 
I questioned the sexism definition and a minor riot broke out, but we ended up going 
around the circle and commenting on it. I questioned Kate's decision to not see the 
rest of Dreamworlds and suggested an optional viewing at lunch. As a result almost 
everyone watched it. My anger created discussion and helped others overall. 
The men were divided on the subject of anger and gender. Asked if they would have 
responded differently if they were women, Carlos and Edward said "no"; Lon said "yes" — 
unless he'd had "boldness training and a loud mouth." Al, however, who saw himself as a 
victim of "reverse sexism" and was obviously still very angry at Ms. Strong, took the opposite 
stance ~ "As a woman I might have felt that my attempts to counter a hostile sexist male's 
comments would be futile." 
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Carlos wrote in his survey that anger is "wrong" because it makes you lose control, 
closes your mind to learning, and often becomes destructive. Again, he reversed this opinion 
later in his interview, but this is the way he felt right after the class. The other three men 
expressed enthusiasm for anger as "a great emotion when controlled and used to teach." They 
claimed that anger is healthy, natural, good, and necessary. In Al's words, "Sometimes you 
need to have a confrontation with someone so that you can understand each other." All were 
in agreement that anger should be channeled into "socially acceptable expressions." 
The Women 
The women revealed more inner contradictions in their surveys. Gwen, for instance, 
seemed to have forgotten how upset she was during the check-ins after lunch Saturday, when 
she had declared with a trembling voice how "frustrated" she was over wasting the entire 
morning. She now reported that she never felt any anger and was never upset by other 
people's anger during the weekend class! 
Though Tara had only expressed some hints of possible anger during the class, in the 
survey she reported feeling a great deal of anger: 
- when certain men couldn't understand the definition 
- how Mr. Acker reacted to the men not understanding 
- a certain man [Lon] who just kept rambling on 
- during the fishbowl for men when asked what they can do to be more 
supportive and they just complained more about being men 
- the way Mr. Acker reacted sometimes... was completely inappropriate. 
She wrote that she never expressed her anger because she "doesn't like to speak out in class"; 
instead she talked with a few classmates in private. Tara felt that her anger was justified 
because other people were also annoyed by the male conflicts that were getting in the way of 
their learning. She felt that she learned from observing the Saturday morning anger incident, 
but not from her own (unexpressed) anger. 
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Elizabeth's survey also revealed more anger than she had expressed during the class. 
She reported feeling "furious" Saturday morning at "the way some of the men handled the first 
morning, and [at] the denial of some of the women." She said she was also angry other times 
at Carlos and some of the other men over issues of sexism — "but that anger is not new to 
me." She acknowledged that the men's anger Saturday morning intimidated her and made her 
feel nervous and shaky, and said that she also felt upset by the definition at the time, and 
didn't understand it until later. Apparently referring to anger she felt later in the weekend, 
Elizabeth wrote that she tried to express her anger in constructive ways, keeping in mind that 
"perhaps it is not best aimed at the individual but should be turned out toward the society in 
which we live." She said she learned from the anger "how little people are aware and how 
defensive it makes people when they are forced to take responsibility for 'society's ills'." In 
other words, the anger that stood out in her mind as something to be learned from was the 
men's defensive anger, not her own. 
Marge's survey also gave a different picture of how she appeared to feel during the 
class, and was full of contradictions as well. She said that she felt annoyed and agitated at 
"the males who blew the definition out of proportion" — yet there was no clue during the class 
that she felt this way. She reported expressing these feelings: "I voiced my anger and gave 
my opinion" - but of course during the class the anger expressed was not directed at the men, 
but at the instructors over the definition and in defense of the men. She wrote that she was 
able to explain how she felt and that many people supported her view, and that her anger was 
constructive because "it helped others in the group to see that it didn't hurt to speak up and be 
heard" She also felt that the discussions and debates she had with others because of this 
formed "a positive learning process." Asked how she felt about other people's anger, she 
wrote that "they went in circles" -- a comment which seemed to reflect her own feelings of 
205 
frustration. She then contradicted her earlier statement and wrote that she learned nothing 
from her anger. From all this I conclude that she felt but did not express frustrated anger 
toward the male students, and learned nothing from this; but she felt and did express protective 
anger over the definition and silencing, and hence found that anger constructive to learning. 
The three women who wrote about anger in the surveys all felt they would have 
reacted differently if they were men. Tara felt she would have expressed her frustration and 
anger; Marge conjectured that she would have reacted angrily if she were a man "because the 
definition is vague and is sexist towards males." Elizabeth hypothesized that if she were a 
man she would have reacted differently because she would have been "in less direct pain" — 
referring, I believe, to her anger later in the weekend over how women are hurt by sexism. 
Marge had no comment or personal theory on anger, but the other three women wrote 
that anger is a healthy emotion which needs to be communicated, though in "non-angry" or 
"non-destructive" ways. However, they wrote less enthusiastically about it than did the men. 
Tara wrote, "I suppose it's best to communicate your anger even though it should be done in a 
non-angry manner," and Gwen: "Anger is an emotion that should be controlled; however, at 
the same time it should be let out in a non-destructive way." Elizabeth, however, apparently 
found the whole emotional upheaval so useful that she wrote, "anger is healthy, both in 
uncensored outbursts and when put to helpful constructive uses." 
Summary 
The surveys gave a more in-depth but unclear view of some students' experience. 
Carlos skewed the results for the men because of his inner conflict. Gwen skewed the results 
for the women, because — contrary to the researcher's observations — she claimed to have felt 
nothing during the weekend and therefore did not respond to most of the questions. 
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Experiences and attitudes definitely varied according to gender. The men were all 
angry and very upfront about it. Aside from Carlos, they had no qualms about expressing 
their anger, felt it was justified, and thought it was constructive. They were enthusiastic about 
using anger to communicate more effectively and to educate. It is important to note that their 
view of anger as constructive to learning hinged on its being a means of enlightening others or 
bringing about change in others — which are, after all, positive goals of that emotion. They do 
not mention anything they learned about themselves because of their own anger or other 
people's anger — an important point, which changed by the time the papers were written. 
The women were more confused and conflicted about anger, and either reported 
feeling anger that was not manifested in class or denied feeling anger that they exhibited in 
class. They apparently felt that they learned from the men's anger -- or their own anger on 
behalf of the men — but not from their own anger on their own behalf. Was this because they 
did not confront the men or the instructors with their anger, and so did not get the satisfaction 
of using their anger as a tool for change? Not surprisingly, the women were less enthusiastic 
about anger as a constructive means of communication and learning, and except for Elizabeth, 
put more emphasis on controlling its expression. 
Papers 
In general, the papers were written two to three weeks after the class, when memories 
were getting hazy as to what actually went on. They were also written with the goal of 
impressing a specific audience, namely the instructors. The retrospective reality created 
through writing is most telling when it differs from the observed reality. 
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The Men3 
According to the men's papers, the class was an important learning experience. 
However, the men who had been angry still bore a grudge against the instructors, and did not 
give them much credit for what they learned. 
For instance, A1 declared that he "loved" the weekend, but that he learned "in spite of 
the instructors," from one-on-one conversations with women in the class. It must have given 
Ms. Strong some satisfaction, however, to read that his major learning was that "men really do 
dominate discussions" and that he needed to listen more and encourage women to talk. As in 
the survey, he was still furious over the instructors' treatment of the men, so much so that he 
did not even recall their numerous efforts to help the men not feel blamed for society's ills: 
I think I... understand why most of the blame for oppressive behavior lies at the feet of 
the males. But it was my feeling that the males were... never told, "Hey, although you 
are guilty of oppressive behavior, you may not have been aware of it. In a sense you 
are victims of society, too."... If you want me to change my behavior radically, is 
alienating me the most effective way to do it? 
He made himself look good at the same time he made the instructors look bad, and claimed 
that they failed because of their reverse sexist approach: 
Despite being alienated, you did reach me. However, I saw a few alienated, defensive 
males that you did not reach, and I... believe this occurred because of the way the 
class was conducted. It was "payback time." You did to men what men do to women. 
Al's major learning came from Ms. Strong's reframe of the Saturday morning conflict, but 
unfortunately he also seemed to have learned that "reverse sexism" was the 'reality' he always 
thought it was. His obsession with the conflict focused his learning on male domination of 
discussion - an important but rather limited point. 
If other males were "alienated" as A1 claimed, they did not reveal it in their papers. 
Eddy wrote that he came to the class to get a credit, assuming he would be bored - and was 
3 Papers were not received from Lon, Mel, or Phil. 
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surprised to find he was anything but bored. However, he was "offended by the way the 
facilitators defined [sexism] because I felt that as a man, I was becoming a victim of sexism in 
a class that was trying to educate us on how to end it." Despite this offense, he expressed 
amazement that he learned so much, especially from listening to the women in the fishbowl: 
Never before was I made to listen to a group of women discuss how they felt towards 
men, and what I heard not only shocked but surprised me. [It] made me more 
sympathetic to how they feel and made me realize that... it's time to put a stop to 
sexism because it is hurting too many people. 
Carlos did not discuss the conflict or his anger. He described his goal for the weekend 
as "hoping that the class could justify my behavior and if there were any changes to be made 
about my attitude, they should be minimal and not change what I am." His hopes were 
apparently fulfilled, because he decided that a few superficial changes would do the job: 
My attitude is just fine the way it is. It is my vocabulary that needs the change. So... 
I do not say certain words to express my anger that J may have against a particular 
female, just because she is female. I write He/She when needed... I make the best 
attempt possible to keep from speaking about sexual conversations in a degrading 
manner. 
Edward wrote that he had hoped to be among students who would be more 
"thoughtfully challenging," but he also seemed to learn from the conflict: "This weekend gave 
me a chance to see sexism and men's hardheadedness in action.... I understand the resistance... 
enough to be able to help others (and myself) begin to change." He basically put aside his 
frustrations and anger in order to paint a rosy picture of his learning experience. 
Jack wrote that he came into the weekend very knowledgeable about sexism and 
seeking more awareness of his own role in it. Instead, he became outraged by the way the 
instructors alienated the men: 
Although I understood and agreed with the definition of sexism used in this class, I 
became acutely aware of how others who didn't either understand it or accept it, were 
offended by their perception that the facilitators didn't want to take time to hear 
dissenting views based on the individuals' experiences. 
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Nevertheless, his major learning seems to have come from the instructor/student conflict, 
though he gives the class situation a strange twist in the retelling, praising the instructors for 
"moderating" skills that were so good as to almost prevent his learning: 
This class made me much more aware of how sexism manifests itself... in 
communication. Tone of speech, amount of "air time", and frequency of interrupting 
others, especially women, was very apparent to me, despite the excellent job the 
facilitators did in moderating the discourse. I saw in others, what I need to be aware 
of more in myself. 
Despite David's ongoing resentment of Ms. Strong's behavior toward the men, his 
major learning also came from the conflict around definition: 
I found the key word of the definition to be "power." This allows me to remember 
that even if I'm aware of sexism and try to correct it within myself, it still exists 
within my sex.... This class has allowed me the opportunity to change some of my 
own sexist traits that I was not even aware of. My main objective right now is to 
listen to my conversation with my women friends. Often I... do not allow them 
enough time to voice their full opinion. 
In class Omar and Thomas liked the way the conflict kept them awake and interested. 
Both now praised the class, saying that they went from thinking sexism was a "joke" or a 
manipulative ploy to realizing that it is a huge problem they had been playing into - Thomas, 
apparently by verbally abusing women, and Omar by classifying women according to their 
bodily characteristics as opposed to treating them like equal people. Both resolved to try to 
change these behaviors. They reported that their major learnings came from the discussions of 
ads and Dreamworlds, and also from listening to the women in the fishbowl exercise. 
Summary. All the men learned and expressed appreciation for their learning. The 
several men who had been angered by the instructors in class took this opportunity to express 
their anger more eloquently, rearranging details in order to make their case stronger and make 
themselves look better. As in the surveys, their anger was straightforward and consistent: 
they had been put down and shut down by "reverse sexism" or the instructors' patronizing, 
close-minded attitudes. Nevertheless, despite their lingering hostility and refusal to give Ms. 
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Strong any credit, the angry men seemed to learn the most from her anger toward them -- 
namely, that they did dominate discussion. But apparently they learned it through the women 
in the class who adopted her point of view and reinforced it with their own statements of fear 
and anxiety, which the men could hear. 
The Women4 
In their papers, most of the women expressed a great deal of appreciation for the class. 
References to the conflict were almost all very low-key and reflected Ms. Strong's reframe that 
it was due to male defensiveness. 
Anna wrote that she only took the class because it was a requirement; she thought that 
she had never been affected by sexism. She left the weekend amazed by the deleterious 
effects of advertising and MTV, and concluded that "...as long as other women are oppressed 
because of their sex, then so am I." The Saturday morning conflict seemed to have a positive 
impact on her learning — she wrote that she learned a great deal from observing it - but her 
main learning came from the videos and from listening to other women's feelings and 
perspectives. She was also struck by learning that "feminism" was not a bad term as she had 
thought before the class. 
Hannah's paper was fairly neutral, though her careful remarks seem to allude to 
underlying discontent with the class. She didn't feel that she learned much new information, 
but enjoyed the small groups which provided "a really safe atmosphere to share in" — implying 
that the all-class discussions were less so. She blamed the conflict on some men's 
defensiveness and refusal to learn. In retrospect, or at least for purposes of writing a good 
4 Alice's paper was not received, which is a pity as she spoke so little throughout the weekend. 
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story, she expressed getting beyond her "frustration" with the men and feeling positive about 
their part in the learning experience, but she did not sound enthusiastic: 
I found some of the men in our class really frustrating at first, because they did not 
seem like they wanted to learn. These men seemed more like they just wanted to 
defend themselves. As the weekend progressed they seemed more receptive and 
hopefully they did learn something.... It was actually probably more beneficial in a 
way to work with men like that because we all sort of learned from each other.... 
She learned the most from sharing with other women, listening to the men in their fishbowl, 
and from hearing the definition of feminists. 
According to their papers, Penny and Gwen both came to the class with very low 
awareness about sexism and left feeling enlightened and inspired to try to do something about 
it. According to Penny's paper, the conflict had a great impact on her learning experience. As 
tactfully as possible. Penny wrote that she was initially turned off by the conflict Saturday 
morning, but felt she learned from it in the end: 
In the beginning I... felt the group got a little out of hand over the definition of 
sexism. Do not get me wrong, but I felt the group was going in the wrong direction 
and nowhere. I found the men to be uncomfortable with the definition, but I felt the 
definition was correct. I feel the men became too defensive and expressed their rage 
toward sexism and I feel it showed me that not only women are affected by sexism. 
As... the weekend went along I saw that what I thought was useless was not, but 
helpful in my learning process.... 
Apparently the conflict taught her the opposite of what the instructors were trying to get 
across: "The most important new information that I learned was that sexism does not just 
happen to women, but to men as well." Her other major learnings came from viewing 
Dreamworlds, from discussions in the all-women's group, the action strategy session, and from 
hearing a new slant on feminism: 
A feminist group is a group of women who stick together and stand up for each other, 
not some militant female group who wants total control. I could not believe this was 
the true definition of a feminist. I had very different thoughts after learning this new 
information, and as I... listened to our group discussion I realized that I was a feminist. 
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Gwen made no mention of her frustrations over the conflict, now expressing nothing 
but praise for the whole weekend and the instructors' facilitation skills. In fact, she completely 
reversed her manifested reactions to Saturday morning: 
I thought the weekend was very well-organized.... The facilitators were also very 
sensitive to the dynamics of the group process. It was a very productive weekend.... 
The definition given at the beginning of the class provided me with a great starting 
point for the entire weekend.... As a member of the target group, I am not going to let 
blatant sexism slide by as I have done in the past. 
She also mentioned the definition of feminism and the videos as important to her learning. 
Tara wrote that the weekend affected her very strongly — her "emotions ranged from 
anger, frustration and sadness to contentment and warmth and these emotions went in that 
order throughout the weekend." She had expressed great anger in her survey, but now only 
alluded to it as one of the series of emotions. Obviously, she appreciated safety more than 
open conflict: "the most influential part of the weekend was the 'fishbowl' exercise. I felt as 
though I could voice my opinions and thoughts without the threat of backlash." In effect, she 
did a whitewash job on what had been a very aggravating experience for her: 
I left the sexism class feeling accomplished and somewhat enlightened.... I felt the 
facilitators and the members of the class created a comfortable (heated at times) 
environment and I think an enormous amount of acceptance was present and I believe 
we all left with clear and positive thought.... 
Tara felt that she learned the most from hearing the men's perspectives on sexism, and that this 
new knowledge would help her educate the men in her life. 
Elizabeth wrote that she came to the class hoping to leam facts to bolster her debate 
skills as a feminist, but instead "learned... how to be more articulate in my arguments by 
arguing and debating." Though she was one of the women most upset and angered by the 
conflict Saturday morning, she now re-labeled her feelings "frustration" and focused on other 
people's learning: 
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The troubles the group encountered during the weekend, while frustrating, were 
immensely educational. I was most impacted by the amount of ignorance of the 
group. I was amazed at how many of the women did not understand how sexism 
affected their everyday life. I was not as surprised at the denial among the men in the 
group but I was moved by their transition. My new action will be to follow through 
more completely on my ideals. I... won't allow battles to pass me by out of fear of 
speaking out. 
Marge also downplayed her feelings from the first part of the class: "This weekend 
on sexism was a very interesting one. Although the atmosphere felt very tense at times, I feel 
that I came away with a better understanding of sexism in this country." She learned the most 
from small group and individual discussions, the videos, and learning that feminists are not 
"male-bashing lesbians:" 
Although I knew that not all feminists fit into that category, I knew that many people 
thought that way and I did not want to be associated with such a label. After talking 
to [Elizabeth] my feelings on the topic were completely changed. She explained that 
feminism meant something different for everyone, but that simply saying I was a 
feminist was a big help for the cause. 
The three women most critical of the class were Kristin, Kim, and Phyllis. Kristin 
said that she came to the class only vaguely aware of sexism and was pleasantly surprised to 
find the class "anything but boring." However, she did not feel she learned from the Saturday 
morning conflict and did not gloss over the fact that it detracted from her weekend experience: 
The most heated debate came over the definition of the word "sexism". The tension 
was at a full peak on Saturday morning. I thought if the entire weekend was going to 
go on in this way, I would learn absolutely nothing. Luckily, things did calm down 
after the break on Saturday afternoon, and the class was very informative for the rest 
of the weekend. 
According to her paper, Kristin's major learnings came from the two videos and from 
discussions in the all-women's groups, which inspired her to think about the usefulness of 
women's support groups. She was interested to learn how men are affected by sexism, but 
seemed to keep that within the instructors' perspective: 
I also discovered that men, as well as women, feel oppressed at times. While the 
women would feel more intimidated of frightened of the men, men would be more put 
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down by society's stereotyping. It is clear to me that the women... are more harmed in 
these situations, since the stereotyping of men actually gets them ahead, while women 
are put down. If women are living in constant fear of all men all the time, there is no 
way they [will] be able to overcome all the other consequences of sexism. 
She came away from the class resolving to "stop using derogatory terms to refer to my female 
friends.... We often refer to each other as sluts, bimbos, bitches, and the like. Not only does 
using these terms potentially harm our reputations, it harms us as women in general." 
Kim wrote that she was most struck by the videos depicting the "objectification of 
females by entertainment industries." She also appreciated being able to voice her fears in the 
fishbowl so that the men could hear them. But, unlike in her evaluation and her interview, 
where she had nothing but praise for the instructors' facilitation methods, in her paper she 
expressed criticism of their definition and its effect on classroom dynamics. She described the 
scene quite accurately, distinguishing the men's "fury" from the women's "frustration": 
I feel the definition of sexism by the class instructors is not wide enough to encourage 
male students for full participation. The unintentional but blaming tone in the 
definition of sexism as the power of males to dominate and control females at one 
point during the class did cause some furies among some male students and generated 
some hostilities toward the instructors. Female students got frustrated and grew 
impatient with the progress.... 
She did not mention her own feelings of anxiety and frustration, and her concern was for 
others' process of learning — especially the men's — rather than her own. She seemed to still 
be stuck in caretaking the men, and ended her paper with a statement on how it was up to 
women to take responsibility for creating change. 
Phyllis remained true to her stance of protecting the men from the enemy. Her paper 
took the form of a diatribe against the instructors in which she expressed more anger than any 
of the men. She wrote that she came into the weekend expecting the worst and found it: 
I have to admit that I entered the class with negative preconceived notions. I have 
been to many seminars and classes on similar sensitive subject matter, and have more 
often than not walked away frustrated and upset. Many controversies usually occurred, 
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and that is what I predicted for this seminar. Sure enough I was correct. Our very 
first morning together was frustrating and controversial. 
She conceded that the class refreshed her memory about sexism and gave her new motivation 
to speak up, but mainly she was angry over the injustices that confirmed her negative 
expectations — the arbitrary decision not to view the second half of Dreamworlds, the way the 
class never explored 'sexism against men." She felt that Ms. Strong was "very prejudiced" 
against the male students and made the atmosphere "unsafe" for sharing. Evidently the 
experience only served to confirm her pre-existing stance of protecting men and mistrusting 
strong women. 
Summary. According to their papers the women learned the most in the safety of 
small groups and individual discussions. Many of them particularly emphasized the 
importance of sharing experiences with other women, apart from the men. This was where 
their most constructive learning about themselves as women in a sexist society took place, and 
where Elizabeth and Ms. Strong amazed a number of them by explaining feminism. 
Significandy, none of the women mentioned anger in conjunction with these important 
learnings, but I would like to remind the readers that in the safety of single-sex caucuses, 
women did express some of the anger that accompanies new awareness in a target group. 
Only three women expressed criticism of the instructors over the major and minor 
conflicts (definition; Dreamworlds), and only Phyllis did this in an angry, accusatory way. 
Kristin blamed no one for the definition conflict, and attributed its cessation to "luck" as 
though it had been a bizarre, chance occurrence; Kim was forthright in criticizing the 
definition, but was careful to blame it rather than the instructors for the ensuing "hostilities." 
Otherwise, Penny came the closest to revealing how upsetting it had been to her, but was 
careful to do so without blaming the instructors ("Don't get me wrong...."). Aside from 
Phyllis, whose protective and reactionary anger more than equaled that of the men's defensive 
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anger, the women expressed what negativity they did feel in terms of "frustration," "tension," 
or "dynamics" (though Tara alluded to fleeting anger that she did not explain). Almost all of 
the women picked up Ms. Strong's (and the other instructors') reframe of the conflict and 
interpreted it as a manifestation of the men's defensiveness. Therefore, in retrospect they 
almost all felt that they "learned" from the experience. Their papers were obviously almost all 
geared toward pleasing the instructors, so in general the women glossed over any discomfort it 
gave them and emphasized the positive outcome. Implicitly if not overtly, they felt that the 
conflict would have been too "frustrating" and would have blocked their learning if it had been 
allowed to continue. 
It is important to note the complete absence of anger from all the women's papers, 
with the exception of Phyllis' paper. There were no expressions of constructive anger about 
sexism, no expressions of frustrated anger about the men or the conflict they reportedly created 
due to their defensiveness, no accusatory anger about the way the instructors handled things. 
Four Case Studies 
Introduction 
Several students agreed to come in for audiotaped interviews during the week 
following the class. The purpose of these interviews was to explore their experience of the 
weekend, concentrating on anger, and to talk about their experience of anger both in general 
and in their family backgrounds. I have selected the four most interesting interviews for 
discussion. Again, this research study focuses on women, but two men are included for 
purposes of comparison. Each student will be presented individually, starting with an 
introduction as to family background and anger background. I will then briefly summarize 
their classroom experiences as observed, elucidating what was visible to the researcher with 
comments from the interviews on what the students were actually feeling and thinking. 
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By way of overview, the two men who came in for interviews felt strongly about 
anger, and for the most part very positively. From childhood up, they were used to feeling, 
expressing, and using it freely as a vital means of communication. Both felt anger was an 
important learning tool. They were both very much caught up in the weekend battle and took 
strong leadership roles: Carlos as challenger and 'devil's advocate,' Edward as mediator and 
educator. The women interviewed felt theoretically positive about expressing anger, but 
seemed more conflicted and less comfortable with it in actual practice. Marge had also played 
a somewhat less aggressive role of challenger and devil's advocate, and Elizabeth quite a 
strong role of peer educator. They had no positive angry female role models in their 
background, and had suffered negative experiences involving paternal anger. It seemed clear 
that backgrounds influenced how anger affected everyone in the classroom. 
Carlos: "Oppositional Student" with the "Veneer of Charm" 
(see above, p. 100) 
Personal Background 
Tall, friendly, loquacious, and loud, Carlos came to the Boston area from Puerto Rico 
at age ten with his mother and three older siblings. He described himself as coming from a 
very patriarchal culture: "We're very male dominant, though we also try our best to be 
responsible, even if it is making the worst mistakes." His mother raised him and his three 
older siblings in very traditional gender roles, and he said that going to a high school outside 
of Boston that was 65% Puerto Rican reinforced some sexist patterns he'd developed. He 
came to college when he was sixteen but was not behaving responsibly, so when his mother 
made him drop out he joined the army for a semester. The military, he said, taught him to 
stop being racist and sexist, but it seemed obvious from his monologue that this experience 
included a lot of verbal abuse around women: "In a combat type of job, you end up having 
those sexism issues. You end up making the comments that often lead to sexism... [but] that's 
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the way my friends are, not the way sexism is...." He was very defensive; his continual, 
defiant justifications of his behavior toward women implied that he had been at least verbally 
abusive: "I'll swear to somebody that's a female, or I'll say something that's unsensitive.... I 
dont care. And its not because I don't care, it's because I want to treat everybody the same." 
Did he care, or didn't he? Carlos talked in a veritable stream of consciousness. His 
big grin and surface of amiable bluster seemed to cover a powder keg of contradictory 
feelings and emotional trauma. He said that he was not a violent person, but that his dream 
was to go into military combat. He confided that he suffered rape and sexual abuse by a 
woman in his early teens, which took him a long time to get over, since he couldn't talk about 
it: "Because I was a man, I couldn't speak about it. I couldn't say, "Oh mom, this happened 
while I was away." Maybe she would have said, "'So, you're less of a man.'" His mother, he 
said, taught him to respect women around issues of fidelity and mutual consent, but he 
apparently had no good male role models in this respect, as he reported getting upset a number 
of times by the way his mother was treated by various men in her life. 
Not surprisingly, Carlos said that there had been a lot of anger in the house when he 
was growing up, but the kind that was just loud and argumentative rather than hateful and 
destructive. He said that he had "been angry about a lot of things in life in general," but he 
felt that this was "relative to my age and not being able to do things that other people do, so I 
used to often get angry, I used to often get in a bad mood." Though he thought he had 
improved in learning to control it, he felt that for him the best thing to do with anger was to 
"just say it the way it is" so people knew exactly where he was coming from, even if it hurt 
them. He liked knowing he had been totally honest, and he preferred open combat to hidden 
games: "When I go to bed, I know I did not lie, I know that person got my face value, got 
who I was...." In fact, anger and egalitarian honesty were central values for Carlos. "If I have 
219 
a feeling, or anger, I will say it and that's because it clears the air. I mean, it is so powerful 
how the anger can clear the air." Carlos felt that anger was good for him — it was "what 
drives" him: "For me it builds my character. It makes me want to say "Damn!" or it makes 
me want to think about it, or just keep harping at it or keep talking about it." He seemed to 
feel very happy with the way he had developed: "When I sit down in any group, it will 
always focus on me.... It's not because I'm better or smarter, it's just that I'm that type of 
person. I always stand out." 
Overview of Carlos' Classroom Experience 
Carlos certainly did stand out in the class. He told the researcher two weeks ahead of 
the class that he was looking forward to challenging people to verbal combat all weekend, and 
entered into this project with gusto. He challenged the whole class during the "Taking a 
Stand" activity, and was one of the most vociferous, and clearly angry challengers during the 
conflict over the definition — even to the point of confronting Mr. Acker about vocabulary 
during the post-conflict lecture. During the check-ins after lunch on Saturday, he was 
obviously still furious: 
I say whatever I feel like saying. I don't feel comfortable here. Mr. Acker doesn't get 
as worked up or tense because he's been around it so long. We're supposed to get 
tense and scared and so on, so we learn. But just don't shove definitions down my 
throat. You ask what our definitions are! 
Carlos contributed enthusiastically throughout the weekend, using his total-honesty 
approach to spark debate whenever possible. As late as the men's fishbowl activity on 
Sunday, it seemed as though he disbelieved much of what was presented on sexism and would 
leave the class completely unchanged. He defiantly declared: 
The people that know me take me for what I am, but those who don't know me think 
I'm a big sexist, bigot, jerk, because I say whatever I want. It's funny that everybody 
would change the way they talk. I wouldn't! I'd be the same "prick or jerk." Why 
should I be a different friend to a girl than a guy? It's more likely a guy would get 
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physical because of our aggressive nature - but that's how society made us. We can't 
do anything about that! 
Interestingly, after the conflict over the definition when he did challenge Ms. Strong and Mr. 
Acker in a rather bellicose manner, the researcher never observed him speaking rudely to 
anyone, male or female. He came across as loud and confrontational, but people-oriented and 
likeable. During the final check-ins, he amazed everyone by making a small concession: 
I don't have to change my attitude, but my vocabulary. I don't need to be less verbal, 
but I need to use different words or action that aren't oppressive. That's my only 
mistake - using words I don't need to use. 
It appeared that he had let down his anger shield enough to let a little learning slip in. 
Carlos Talks about His Experience in Class 
Carlos began by explaining that his survey did not represent how he really felt about 
his anger in class. He said that wrote his survey that Sunday evening when his feelings were 
apparently kind of overwhelming: He didn't have a lot to "say" in it, but he "had a lot to 
feel." That evening, he felt that his expression of anger was destructive "because a lot of 
people got intimidated." He said that he got angry a lot during the weekend at Ms. Strong 
and Mr. Acker, and expressed his anger to both in ways that he probably needed to correct. 
During the weekend, Carlos always appeared upbeat with his anger, but he now revealed that 
he "had a lot of ups and downs" and felt bad or sad a lot of the time because he saw that his 
anger was upsetting people. He was also resentful that other people put on their "best face" 
and acted nice, while he always showed them "his" face, which wasn't necessarily the best one. 
After his anger in the definition conflict (which he said I must have taken plenty of 
notes on) Carlos said that he next felt angry at the women and men who were not 
participating: "It was bothering Kate that only men were talking, and it bothered me that there 
was those people sitting there, and they're like 'Oh yeah! I'm really highly interested; I really 
want to be part of this!' but they never said anything." He next became angry over the check- 
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ins after lunch, and though it was Mr. Cox who introduced the activity (after Jack demanded 
some kind of hearing), Carlos now blamed Ms. Strong for not handling the situation right: 
When somebody reacts negatively or insensitive, people just gotta suck it up. Don't 
say "Oh I'm angry, I'm not learning anything." Well, that is part of the learning plan. 
Seeing people get angry and seeing people get frustrated is part of the learning plan.... 
She should have pulled out those that didn't speak: "You will speak, you will say 
what you saw in this." 
Indeed, as Carlos talked, it became apparent that he had come to focus his anger on 
Ms. Strong rather than the male instructors. He went on to declare that she "failed miserably 
in seeing that there was a bigger picture that you could accomplish" with the Dreamworlds 
video, even though she felt it was imperfectly done and shouldn't have used a male voice in 
the soundtrack. It became evident that at least part of his rage at her came from the fact that 
she did not acknowledge that men could also be victimized by rape, as he had been. Carlos 
said that "for a long time, I never got angry at women; I just kind of like put it aside." It is 
no wonder that his anger came out at this point: 
So it's funny, when Ms. Strong was saying that some of the girls [in the class] might 
have been a victim of rape, she didn't think about guys. Well, well, well, go figure on 
your complexity of males and females! Those are things that bothered me! And at 
the same time I felt sad, because it does make you angered and it does make you sad 
that that incident occurred - not only to [the woman in the video] but also that it 
could occur to somebody else in the future if we don't watch out. 
Anger 
Carlos' initial reaction in his survey had been extreme upset over the anger he 
expressed in class. He seemed to come straight out of the studies showing that the more 
discomfort people feel with their own anger, the less control they have over it (see above, 
p. 104). He now had very mixed feelings about the effect his anger had on the class. At one 
point in his interview he said that the anger that came up was like anger in his family - just 
loud and argumentative rather than hateful and vindictive. At other times he worried that it 
had been harmful. His confusion reminded me of Hockett's view on the "cultural distortion" 
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of anger which influences subjects to perceive (and act out) their anger in terms of aggression 
(see above, p. 46). He felt that anger was "good" for him personally, but that it may have shut 
down other people in their learning process: 
A lot of people can't receive it that way, can't learn that way. One of the things that I 
wrote in my survey is that anger gets in the way of your learning if it's not well 
controlled. I mean, it does get in the way of learning, and you won't learn, because 
you're concentrating on being so angry. You're ready to explode! That's why I really 
don't like to do it to people, like it's really bad. 
At first he felt that most of the class didn't like his anger or his opinions about sexism and 
shunned him, along with Phyllis and Marge who stood up for him and the other student 
protestors. But he felt his mission of honesty and challenge became important to the students 
and that they came to appreciate him for it - especially since he felt some of the men just put 
on a "show" of politically correct behavior. His self image seemed to be that of an 
unappreciated combattant doing what was painful to others, but for their own good. 
Learnings 
On the one hand, Carlos still wanted to relabel the derogatory comments he and his 
friends made about women as their "nature" or attributed his own disregard as his 
determination be honest with everyone, but he did feel that his "attitude changed" about the 
way he spoke: 
Not my honesty! You see, my honest gets in the way of my vocabulary. Um, I may 
want to say something, and I'm sure I can say the same things without using the same 
words, and l can get the same feeling across. I could tell that person I hate him, and I 
don't have to say "I hate you, bitch." And it's those kind of things that insult people. 
Even though Carlos still felt that his anger might have been destructive for other people in the 
class, by the end of his interview he had decided that it was more important to use anger, as 
he did, to challenge people and get them more involved in their learning. He even got excited 
about the idea of angering a lot of bigoted people so that they would come in to the diversity 
classes to fight back — and then "they'll be in your ballpark playing by your rules, and from 
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there we can change them." Once in the classes, he declared that the best way to open them 
up to change was again to anger them. Males would take that fine, he thought, because 
"they're in a challenge society," but women were different. The researcher actually found 
Carlos pretty scary when he started visualizing how he would deal with women, it sounded so 
much like rape: "Females --1 don't know if this will work, but I will put their backs against 
the wall and just push them and push them and push them, until they come out!" His cavalier 
joy in argument and "pissing people off" seemed to have a vicious undercurrent that made the 
researcher hope he would never go into teaching or join a totalitarian regime: 
You got to anger them up so they blow on you! That's what you gotta do to these 
people — including me! You gotta push me until I retaliate, and then I'll calm down 
and say "Maybe I should have thought this differently." I'd rather play with people's 
feelings and make them better, than not play with the feelings and leave them the way 
they are.... I would automatically anger half the class. Once you got that automatic 
anger, then you start pushing on those that don't get involved. It's risky, but our job as 
educators is to go out there and try to get the human mind to turn around for you. 
Carlos ended his interview totally convinced of the benefits of using his anger on other 
people, and exited with the same jubilant feelings about being "pissed" as when the researcher 
first encountered him. His learnings seemed to center around justifying his anger as part of 
his free and honest self expression and using anger as a tool to teach others rather than change 
his own values. By the time he wrote his paper, Carlos seemed to have resolved his inner 
conflict over anger as good for himself but bad for others and did not even mention it. He 
learned what he wanted to learn ~ that he was terrific as he was, if he would just change a 
few vocabulary words But he learned this from his peers, not from any expressions of anger. 
Edward: Frustrated Pro-Feminist 
Personal Background 
Edward was a thoughtful, soft-spoken, red-bearded liberal from an upper middleclass 
background. He grew up outside of Boston, the older of two boys in a well-educated family. 
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Twenty years old, he was an anthropology major with a good background in diversity 
education. He felt that he had gained good communication skills from his mother; she taught 
the whole family to express anger: 
She felt that it was so important for us to be able to express how we feel, and she 
encouraged us when we're angry, to say how we feel and talk about it, and if you 
scream, you scream! Have your temper tantrum, do it! 
He felt that because she encouraged him to share his anger, he could "share a lot of my stuff' 
and so was a very agreeable sort of child." His father, on the other hand, got defensive and 
wanted the yelling to be one-way: "This is my house! You can't speak to me that way in my 
house!" Apparendy there was a lot of yelling in the house, but Edward said that what was 
"important about what happened with us was that, no matter how much we yelled at each 
other, it was always a premise that we still loved each other." He used this premise with his 
friends, teaching them "that when I yell at them, I'm not ruining our friendship": 
When I'm pissed at them I'm going to tell them I'm pissed, but it doesn't mean I don't 
care about them. And sometimes it's really hard for my friends to deal with it. 
Because they feel "That's it. I don't want to talk about it any more. We're not friends 
any more." I say, "Come on, people!" 
Overview of Edward's Classroom Experience 
Edward came to the class with a substantial knowledge of sexism, highly motivated to 
learn more so that he could help educate others. From early on, he took the role of mediator, 
educator, and mitigator, using his knowledge to help the more and more obviously resistant 
students understand what the instructors were trying to get across. During the "Taking a 
Stand" activity he tried brought up the Bobbitt case as a current influence, and later tried to 
calm Lon down over the idea of reverse sexism. When Mr. Brady presented the definition of 
sexism, Edward evidently perceived that this would be problematic and tried to get the 
instructors to make it more understandable so the men could hear it better: "Can you define 
power? It seems that we have a conflict here between things on a very big scale and things on 
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an individual level." During the ensuing melee, he angrily attacked his fellow students, 
exclaiming in a very upset tone of voice, "I understand the definition; women don't have 
power in our society!" For his check-in after lunch, he seemed to have swallowed his anger 
and apparent frustration and again tried to tone things down, using himself to role model 
taking responsibility for his own failings in the discussion: "It's hurtful to the process to cut 
people off. We have to be respectful of each other, be patient, and know that there'll be hurt. 
I went up to Kim during the break and apologized to her for cutting her off this morning." 
Throughout the rest of the weekend Edward acted as a peer educator, using "we" to 
role model accepting his own share of responsibility: 
We shouldn't be so quick to be defensive and say "Well, women do it too!" We're all 
in on it. The amount of exploitation and greed and who can get the most money 
causes a lot of pain. If the C.O.'s wanted to, they could shut down pornography, 
which they say they're against but are taking advantage of. 
He made many excellent contributions to the all-class discussions, always using himself as an 
example to try to help his fellow men move beyond their defensiveness to understand their 
part in the sexist system. In the strategizing session late Sunday, he eloquently challenged 
them using this technique, and who knows? His statement may have helped open Carlos up to 
the possibility of changing his vocabulary: 
You have to learn how to be uncomfortable. A lot of men have shown a lot of 
uncomfortability with a lot of issues - with how we talk and dominate discussions, and 
so on. None of it is easy, I know. I want to say to guys here that it's a long process. 
I may have to say that I don't agree on these things, but let me try to understand what 
they're saying first and then see if I disagree. Maybe then you can think of ways to 
say things less hurtfully. 
Edward Talks about His Classroom Experience 
Edward spent a great deal of his energy during the weekend trying to educate his peers 
around sexism and now confessed that this was a great frustration to him: "I think what 
bugged me most was having to deal with people that constantly tried to put the blame on other 
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people or were refusing to change themselves; who understood that maybe at times they were 
sexist, but felt they were justified in it." The class felt unproductive for him personally: 
It sort of annoyed me that we had to spend so much time on people talking about how 
it was other people's faults, or how they liked what they did but that was it. I was 
glad that one or two people made some changes, but... the whole workshop felt like it 
was focused around these men.... It made it difficult for me to stretch my own head, 
because I felt more concentrated on how they weren't stretching theirs. 
Consummately fair, Edward always tried to use the term "people" to talk about the 
group of resistant men that he resented so much. At first he used words like "annoyed," 
"frustrated" and "ticked off" in talking about his feelings, but as he got more involved in 
remembering, he seemed to recall the intensity of his anger — even though the researcher 
never noticed that he expressed it in class so intensely: 
I think I felt mainly frustrated. I was angry that they were expecting the women and 
even the men to sympathize with them as victims, of white male bashing. You know, 
why do they feel so guilty or defensive? They should ask themselves those kinds of 
questions! And then, instead of these guys taking the time and the energy to make 
changes, they didn't want to do anything difficult! "If any work has to be done, forget 
it! No no, not me. I'm not the problem. My life's fine." I felt like there were some 
times when I just wanted to strangle some people! 
Part of his anger toward the men was due to the fact that he felt sucked into their 
group by virtue of being a male. The challengers established a team of men versus women 
and instructors — a team which Edward did not want to be a part of. Then he became even 
more outraged when he got caught up in their clamor to the extent that he himself cut Kim off 
when she tried to speak. Apparently a good deal of his anger was in self defense: he was 
being forced into the "bad guy" role despite all his sensitivity and efforts. He agreed with the 
instructors that the men were talking too much, felt that he was falling into that category 
himself, and tried more and more to monitor his airtime. But whereas he felt that the other 
men talked so much out of defensiveness, he felt that he talked so much in order to help set 
people straight and advance their learning. The angry person always feels in the right! 
227 
Edward also blamed the instructors for setting up a bad learning dynamic. He was 
irritated that Mr. Acker did "most of the talking": "I wrote in my critique afterwards: 
"Where's Ms. Strong? Who's Ms. Strong?" I don't even know who Ms. Strong is!" And he 
was "frustrated" with them for presenting the definition in a way that the men couldn't hear, so 
that Edward felt like he had to do their work for them: 
We never went over it in the definition that if you've never had power in your life, it's 
not easy just to talk. And I felt like I had to constantly defend women. I mean it 
wasn't my responsibility, but I was so frustrated that I had to!... It just doesn't help to 
put a definition on the board in such a controversial way without explaining the parts 
of it first. And even their definition of power, I didn't feel was explained very well. 
Anger 
As with family and friends, Edward felt that anger was important in the class: 
I thought it was helpful that the guys were as honest as they were. It was beneficial to 
hear guys say they don't want to change their language, because it gave others a 
chance to address that. And though it didn't change everybody, I know it did change 
Carlos. It sounded like he really thought about stuff. 
He felt that he expressed his anger well during the Saturday morning conflict, and that this 
was typical of his anger in action: "All four of those guys were talking at the same time, very 
loud. And I made my voice much louder, and much more assertive, and much more like 
'You're being stupid.'" Edward felt that this was definitely a male method of communication — 
not necessarily constructive — which was used as a standard means of defense: 
It doesn't necessarily mean they listen, but that's how men interact with each other 
when they're pissed. It's who talks the loudest, you know, and who is the most angry. 
It seems like they're the ones who end up speaking. I think that's part of why when 
they get defensive their voices raise and they get angry — because they know that 
anger and a raised voice will shut other people up. But it isn't necessarily productive, 
because people will back off from them so much that they'll shut their ears. 
Some of those who might "shut their ears" might be women. Edward did not feel that this 
style of communication worked well for the women in the class, though he thought that they 
learned from observing the process: 
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I think some of them couldn't deal because they were kind of cowed by it. And if you 
noticed, in the women's and the men's groups, the men talked much louder than the 
women. In the fishbowl, too. But, with some of the women, I thought that they didn't 
want to be involved in the conversation because they didn't like the anger and the 
yelling that was going back and forth. But they got a lot from listening to it and 
watching how we interact with each other. 
Obviously he did not feel 100 percent positive about anger as a learning tool. He was 
well aware that if it was allowed to become too strong a force in a discussion, then it could 
just turn into a win-or-lose combat where "people are unwilling to look at an argument, where 
each side is very angry." 
I think anger can be inhibiting when no one is willing to make any compromise. It's 
O.K. to express your frustrations, so long as eventually what you want to say comes 
out. But there are a lot of times, even when people communicate very well, it shuts 
people off, or makes people so upset, that no one is willing to hear the other person. 
I've gotten in classes to the point where I feel powerful about something, but people 
will just say stuff and refuse to hear what I have to say. And that gets me so 
frustrated that I don't even want to talk to them any more. When someone just keeps 
taking, I just get angry. That's when things begin to shut off. 
Learnings 
Edward felt that he learned from the videos a "little bit about where a lot of my 
sexism, where the junk in my head comes from." But mainly he learned the most from where 
most of his energy went: "I think it was more learning about how other people are defensive 
and how... maybe I can approach them in their defensiveness." 
Elizabeth: Angry Young Woman 
Personal Background 
Elizabeth was a 21-year-old theater production major — short and full-figured, very 
friendly and outspoken, intensely emotional. She was Jewish and, like many of the other 
students, from the Boston area. Her father died when she was a baby; her mother raised her 
alone until she was about seven years old, when she gained a stepfather, stepbrother, and two 
older stepsisters who were "troubled teens" and left home before she got to know them well. 
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There were some indications that the family was quite dysfunctional, though Elizabeth 
did not seem to see it that way. One of the sisters left home because she was "thrown out of 
the house" for calling the police on her parents too many times — "for no other reason than 
that she didn't like them," Elizabeth said with a small laugh. But it seems that there may 
have been good reason: the new stepfather and brother were described as "these two men who 
moved into the house who would raise their voices and yell." The brother would often would 
punch walls in his fits of anger. The father could be laid back and nice much of the time, but 
would periodically fly into screaming rages that terrified her and took away her trust so that 
she couldn't "be nice and spend time with him" for months: 
One day you'll eat an orange the wrong way, and he'll blow up. That's just the way he 
handles it. He doesn't get physical, but he screams and yells and... just gets so 
unreasonable that... I would prefer he'd get mad more often and not get that angry. 
Elizabeth described herself as "the kind of kid that if my mother said to stay on the 
blanket and don't move, I wouldn't move until she said that I could. I wouldn't even ask, you 
know. I was very quiet... a big crier. I was very docile -- sweet and nice, and never really 
yelled." More recently, and not surprisingly, Elizabeth was the victim/survivor of acquaintance 
rape, which further traumatized her in her already half fearful/half hopeful relations with men. 
Overview of Elizabeth's Classroom Experience 
Though Elizabeth was already a strong feminist when she came into the class, she was 
convinced that men were as much victims of sexism as women and hoped to learn more about 
this, while also getting facts and methods in order to combat sexism. In the all-class 
discussions, she remained silent all Saturday morning and finally revealed during the check-ins 
after lunch that the conflict had shut her down: "I was very intimidated. I'm a big-mouth 
person and a feminist, and usually talk a lot. But the way people were arguing, raising their 
voices and getting angry - that may be part of the process, but to me it doesn't help." Finally, 
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in the single-sex caucus afterward, she let loose with constructive anger and even "rage" over a 
range of women's issues from eating disorders to being called a "girl." She also explained 
why she was so upset over the men's anger and aggression, which encouraged Alice to make 
one of her rare contributions - that she had also been intimidated and upset by the fracas. 
From this point on, Elizabeth became a leading peer educator in the class, for both 
women and men, making many excellent and thought-provoking contributions and expressing 
constructive anger to the women about her own experience of being in a hurtful relationship, 
about fear of male violence, and so on. Her impassioned speech on behalf of feminists, during 
a single-sex caucus on Sunday, completely changed half the women's attitudes toward 
feminism. In the women's fishbowl, her eloquence in sharing her fears of male aggression — 
whether at night or in a discussion — seemed to have a definite impact on the men. For her 
final check-in she again revealed the intensity of her emotional involvement in the class: "I'm 
amazed at the pain and sorrow I feel over what others have experienced, and have seen that 
even men are hurt by sexism. I feel pain for people that do understand how sexism affects us 
all, and pain for people who don't." 
Elizabeth Talks about Her Classroom Experience 
In her survey, Elizabeth gave the impression that the Saturday morning conflict had 
made her "nervous and shaky" but that her main reaction had been anger: anger at the men 
and at the instructors, though (perhaps unwilling to challenge authority figures) she said that 
this anger was "over the definition" which she didn't understand until later. She was the only 
woman who wrote that anger in uncontrolled outbursts was constructive -- an opinion that 
definitely seems related to her ongoing desire to excuse and maintain relations with her 
stepfather and brother. 
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In her interview it came out that Elizabeth was already feeling like the "Taking a 
Stand" activity had isolated people and set them up in terms of bad guys and good guys. 
When the conflict got underway she felt even more isolated - and very soon became 
immobilized and even "nauseous" from an overload of upset and anxiety: "I just wasn't gonna 
say a word, 'cause I was so... you know, beyond upset and beyond the point where I felt like I 
could do anything." She now interpreted her nausea as her typical reaction to feeling angry, 
and said that she sat there silent, feeling angry at both the male students and the instructors for 
their roles in the conflict (though again, she would only blame the instructors indirectly): 
I felt like the facilitators didn't really present [the definition] in a way that made a lot 
of sense to these men, and because of that the whole weekend we kept coming back to 
"Why don't we talk about sexism and how it affects men." So I was more just angry 
at the way it happened. Then I was angry at the way the men were handling it, 
because they were raising their voices and nobody was listening to each other. I felt 
like the facilitators weren't hearing what the men were saying well enough to explain 
themselves and the men weren't listening to what the facilitators were saying, and I 
was just getting really upset. But I would never have stood up and screamed. That 
wouldn't have been the way I dealt with my anger. I just sort of kept it in. 
The problem was that in the interview Elizabeth wasn't sure if her anger was what she was 
feeling now in retrospect, or if it was what she was feeling then. She knew that she felt upset, 
nauseous, shaky, alone, and intimidated to the point of wanting to leave the room in tears. On 
second thought, she decided her anger might have been more "frustration," and as she talked, 
she thought maybe she hadn't felt angry at all because now she felt "pity" rather than anger for 
the men in the class who didn't ever understand - even though she felt that some of them 
were potential rapists: 
I feel bad for them, and I worry about the women in their lives. I hope that something 
someone said comes back into their mind the minute they're about to do it. I'm not 
really angry at them; maybe they're young. If I was there and they did it, I would be 
angry with them [laughs] you know what I mean? But at this point,, just the fact that 
they came makes me a little less angry. Just the fact that they had some sort of 
curiosity and not a huge fear about being there makes me just feel sorry for them. 
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This determination to understand and feel sympathy for men rather than blame or be 
angry at them carried over into her attitude toward the male instructors. She obviously felt 
very critical of Mr. Acker, but would only couch her obviously negative feelings toward him 
in terms of how he made her feel - inadequate, young, and "dumb" - rather than saying, for 
instance, that he was arrogant, patronizing, or insensitive. She insisted that she liked him 
personally and understood his need to dominate this particular class, and felt more regret than 
anger: "I would have preferred to have felt more camaraderie. But I didn't really feel 
negative about it. I guess. There were things I would have done differently if I were him, but 
I wasn't really antagonized." 
Meanwhile, she perceived her angry role model, Ms. Strong, to be vilified and 
intensely disliked by the male students -- even by her close friend, David, who like the other 
men was outraged by the way Ms. Strong "jumped down their throats" every time they said 
something yet responded thoughtfully and patiently to the women. Elizabeth liked, admired, 
and greatly appreciated Ms. Strong and "looked to her for support" all through the weekend. 
Elizabeth felt "really annoyed" with Jack for bringing up the issue of the conflict again 
after lunch. She felt that the men were just using the definition as an excuse not to delve 
further into exploring sexism, which scared them too much. She also felt very uncomfortable 
for the instructors, whom she felt had been very inappropriately put on the spot. It almost 
seemed as though her allegiance had shifted: she did not want further conflict, she bought the 
idea that the men were causing it out of defensiveness, and she blamed the men for behaving 
too aggressively toward the instructors. 
Not surprisingly, she enjoyed the small group discussions - especially the single-sex 
caucuses - and did not become discontented with the process again until the decision to cut 
off the last part of Dreamworlds. Elizabeth felt that this made the instructors look weak and 
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exacerbated negative feelings toward them, and also destroyed the impact of the film. Worse 
yet, she heard that the men thought this was done in order to "protect" the women, and she 
really resented this: 
I didn't really want them to take care of me. That was the point of being there, you 
know. I felt like it was sort of patronizing. It came off like, "Well, we won't show it 
because it might make the women cry." One of the men said, "Are you willing to deal 
with ten hysterical women afterwards?" You know, if that's your point, I want to 
watch! I mean that was the only reason I watched it after the lunch break. 
Other moments of unexpressed anger: Elizabeth became very "upset" during the men's 
fishbowl when Carlos said he would go on saying "baby" and calling women whatever he 
liked. She did not term her feeling "anger," but it seemed evident that it was, because she 
proceeded to share a very angry rebuttal that she thought at the time but did not ever say. She 
also became somewhat frustrated during the Action Continuum activity. She felt strongly that 
it should be pointed out that the whole point of learning about sexism was to try to stop it at 
the level of stereotyping and misogynistic attitudes rather than waiting until it escalated to rape 
and murder. She never got a chance to say her piece, though, and had to just "think about it" 
instead. Part of the reason she remained silent those times, she said, was due to her own 
sensitivity about airtime: she felt that she had been talking too much during the weekend (and 
her friend David thought she had, too), and decided that she should leam to listen more. Since 
none of the women ever really challenged the men to take responsibility, the researcher 
suspected there were more urgent underlying reasons - like not wanting to stir up more 
conflict or get an angry response. In fact, when asked how she thought Carlos might have 
responded if she had said her piece, she supposed he would have been angry and/or defensive. 
Elizabeth did feel that some of the other women did not speak up as much and that 
this was detrimental to the learning experience. She was especially disappointed that two 
women she talked to did not reveal to the class that they also had been the victims of date 
234 
rape. She was touched when one of them thanked her for listening and said that it was the 
first time anyone had believed her. Elizabeth speculated that "the way the men handled things 
at the beginning" might have set the whole tone of the class as not a safe place to open up, 
even in the single-sex caucuses. This may well be the case, though even in the most 
supportive of groups, as she also realized, many women would not feel comfortable sharing 
such a devastating experience. 
Anger 
At the end of her interview, Elizabeth said that it was hard for her to fill out the 
survey because "anger wasn't the thing that I left thinking about." She said that she did not 
feel anger very readily, tending rather to feel understanding or pity — even for the men in this 
class who she felt would be capable of committing date rape some day ("if they already 
hadn't"). Thanks to growing up with her (at the very least) emotionally abusive stepfather, 
her typical reaction to anger from men was fear and nausea: 
I really found it terrifying, and to this day if someone raises their voice at me... I get 
upset.... I'm very quick to say that somebody yelled at me. I think that's part of the 
reason why when the men got so upset and raised their voices, I just automatically 
retreat and don't say a word. I definitely have that reaction. 
Despite her extreme reticence about expressing her anger in class, and leaving the class 
not "thinking about" anger, her experience that weekend filled her with enough anger to take 
action in her own life on her own behalf. The instructors' definition made her realize that men 
have the power in society. This brought up anger in her that she thought she had gotten over 
already. Elizabeth left the weekend still feeling sorry for men, but also angry at men in 
general - and specifically angry at her drama coach who was trying to make her play a 
rape/seduction scene in a sexy corset. In fact, after the class on Sunday she became so 
enraged that she spent a sleepless night, then confronted the coach on Monday and refused to 
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do the scene. She said she would not have had the strength to do that if it had not been for 
the weekend class. 
Nevertheless, even though her anger empowered her to defend herself, Elizabeth 
seemed to feel more comfortable understanding and sympathizing with men. She followed and 
interspersed many of her statements of or about anger with the apologetic little laugh that 
plagues many women, the researcher included. She was not happy that the class brought up 
her anger at men all over again, when she had become so contented feeling sorry for them: 
"It's sort of unfortunate. I mean, it's good, I guess, but it took me a long time to forgive men, 
and now to sort of start getting a little more angry again... it's a difficult thing for me. I don't 
want to be angry again." Sadly, even now she downplayed the limitations women suffer 
because of sexism, and wanted to view men's limitations as somehow more debilitating: 
1 sort of forgave men, I decided the reason I could forgive them was that the 
prejudices against them were so much more difficult to come out of. For us there's a 
lot more physical danger, and you can really tally the money that we make versus the 
money that they make, and even the objectification. But the prejudices against men 
are much more rooted in just who they are, and not being able to express themselves 
or... feel comfortable exploring, is what limits them. And I think that that's much 
more dangerous... and in the long run, that it's going to be harder to change, and that 
it's something we have to change before this male-dominated society is gonna open up 
to equality. And so that was kind of how I got myself to forgive. And then to look at 
it, and to realize that it isn't women who do that to them. It's men who do that to 
men! And so now it's easier for me to find myself angry again. 
Elizabeth was obviously at war within herself, on the one hand pitying the men in the class 
and all men, and on the other hand finding herself angry at them. It was not hard to guess 
which side would soon take over again. 
Learnings 
What Elizabeth learned during the weekend was entirely different than what she had 
hoped and expected to learn. She was "very surprised" to leam how much ignorance there 
was about sexism, especially among the women. She said her biggest change came from the 
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instructors definition that men have the power in society and that it was not women who were 
causing sexism - even if they acted prejudicially against men. Perhaps most of all, she had 
really hoped to learn how to "articulate" her views about sexism better — leam "a whole bunch 
of facts" to help change people's opinions. Instead, she came away from the weekend having 
learned to argue better by "really doing that, from talking to people who didn't know." 
Marge: As Good as the Guys 
Personal Background 
Marge came across as straightforward, matter-of-fact, lanky and tomboyish, and 
seemingly inseparable from her backward-worn baseball cap. She was a Caucasian twenty- 
year-old, majoring in math, who had transferred from another college recently and in doing so 
lost her ability to play on an official basketball team. Basketball had been her great passion 
and she really missed it. She described herself as an easy-going person who rarely got angry. 
Apparently her mother never got angry or at least never showed it - "You just can't tell her 
she's wrong, she just doesn't get angry ~ she just keeps trying to convince you that she's 
right!" Her father, however, sometimes got angry over "dad things" and would "yell," which 
made her uncomfortable so that she usually left the room. She described her family as a "T.V. 
family" who enjoyed watching Opra and Donahue together and arguing about all the issues. 
They usually didn't agree, but they all enjoyed debate: "There's a big difference between 
firmly expressing your opinion and being angry." 
Overview of Marge's Classroom Experience 
Marge contributed to the discussions in a self-confident and assertive manner and 
seemed to be very comfortable with arguing issues. However, she looked and sounded angry 
when she rallied to the men's side in the heat of the Saturday morning conflict: "If all we're 
going to talk about is societal oppression, fine. But in my opinion, the definition shouldn't be 
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that. Oppressing somebody based on sex can go both ways." And she still sounded angry 
when she defended them in the check-ins after lunch: "I'm disappointed [with the way the 
class is going], but I think this is an important issue. Are we supposed to stifle the men?" 
When the women met in their caucus, she declared "There's nothing I'd say here that I 
wouldn't say in front of the men," and that sounded quite true (except for anger toward men!). 
She decided to accept the definition as presented, and expressed some openness to learning: "I 
feel pretty good. I think it's going all right, now that the definition is all set. You can't talk 
about sexism if you don't know what it is. As for what I want: I want more awareness. I 
want to hear from the others so that I know more about what's out there." 
Marge's approach throughout the weekend came across as pragmatic, male-oriented, 
and quite resistant. She reminded the group that "personality can cause silence [in discussion] 
as much as gender" — a statement that might indicate her skepticism about sexism. Later in 
the day, after the first video, she appeared to have gained some awareness. She declared that 
"women shouldn't be used in ads — they're irrelevant to the product," and challenged Eddy to 
admit that if offered enough money, he would sell himself to advertisers like women do. 
Nevertheless, when discussing Dreamworlds she expressed the typical resistant attitude that it's 
fine if women "do it to get started on a career," and said it was "no big deal" — she really 
enjoyed MTV. She cheerfully recommended bucking the system by trying "to outdo the men 
on their own turf" like she did in math and in basketball. In other words, her response to 
sexism was a combination of the 'individual can overcome' — if you try harder than other 
women, you can make it — and the classic 'tomboy' approach: pretend you're not a woman, or 
at least more akin to men than most women. 
For her final check-in, Marge said she agreed with Phyllis that she "never felt 
oppressed," but on a more conciliatory note added, "after this I already notice things more and 
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can maybe say things to people." Apparently she gained a little awareness, but had fallen in 
with the most resistant person in the whole class — which boded ill for any significant 
learning. It is no wonder that Carlos had come to like her so well. 
Marge Talks about Her Classroom Experience 
We have seen how Marge's survey revealed a great deal of inner conflict over sexism 
and about her own experiences of anger during the weekend (and afterwards). The survey 
revealed that she had felt angry toward the men who "blew the definition out of proportion" 
and frustrated by people going around "in circles," yet the only indication we saw of these 
feelings in class was the noncommittal remark during her check-in after lunch that she "wasn't 
happy with the way things were going." The anger that she felt good about in her survey was 
the anger she expressed in class - protective anger on the men's behalf over the definition 
and the silencing of men. 
In her interview Marge downplayed her anger and presented it as a more clearly 
focused, unconflicted experience: it was directed against Ms. Strong and was about the 
definition. Interestingly, she interpreted the Saturday morning conflict in terms of her old 
family T.V. debates. She focused on the issue of the definition (as opposed to the instructors' 
unfairness or the men's defensiveness) and even concluded, with evident satisfaction, that a 
"correct definition" was finally settled on. Because she reframed the conflict as a situation she 
felt comfortable with, she (at least retrospectively) felt it was a good thing: 
Some people said that the whole morning was wasted. I don't think it was. I think 
determining the correct definition was important, and I don't have a problem with 
arguing or hearing other people arguing.... I don't mind an argument — intelligent 
argument. I think that, really, I love it! 
However, she did admit that the more "emotional" aspects of it made her feel tense. It is 
interesting, again, that the only student whose angry raised voice bothered her was the one 
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who tried to outdo his fellow men in volume and took the opposite point of view from Marge 
and the anti-definition group: 
I didn't like it when one of the students got really emotional and started yelling. 
Edward. You know -- soft spoken, soft voice but not soft spoken! He got really upset 
at one point. A lot of the women in the class said they were intimidated because the 
men, the men's voices were getting louder and cause he yelled, whatever. I didn't get 
intimidated. I just don't like conflict like that whether it's men or women, you know, 
that made me edgy. 
Marge was one of the very few women who expressed anger during the conflict, but 
now she did not seem to recall her angry defense of the men about the unfairness of the 
definition, and did not seem to retain any angry feelings toward Mr. Brady, who had presented 
it, or Mr. Acker, whose anger against A1 sparked the conflict. Instead, the anger she now 
remembered feeling during the class was protective anger against the angry female authority 
figure, Ms. Strong, for telling the men to talk less and let the women talk. This memory lapse 
implied that she retained her anger toward Ms. Strong, but when asked, Marge chuckled and 
claimed that she got over it -- she had expressed her opinion and was satisfied that Ms. Strong 
heard it. As in her family arguments, it felt fine to leave it that Ms. Strong disagreed with 
her. Similarly, though she felt other views should have been aired, she now figured the issue 
of the definition had been resolved well enough and just wasn't that important: 
\ 
Words in themselves don't really mean anything. If they wanted to define it the way 
they did, that's fine, as long as it's clear that there are other ways to define sexism. 
Some people would say that there's sexism towards men. I think you can. It's not as 
widespread or as drastic, because men do have the power. I think that we should have 
touched upon it, maybe. But as long as they made it clear what they were talking 
about when they said sexism, I didn't have a problem with that. 
As for Jack's challenge to the instructors after lunch, Marge misremembered this also 
and reframed it in comfortable terms of a debatable issue: "That was about the definition 
again. Jack felt that we should go around and get everyone's opinion on it, and I think that's 
what we ended up doing. Everybody got to say what they thought." Jack's challenge 
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prompted her to talk about the situation that she had expressed anger about in her survey - the 
students overreacting and the class going around in circles. Apparently the conflict and its 
ongoing repercussions had made her more uncomfortable than she wanted to admit: 
There seemed to be a lot of challenging the instructors during the weekend. More 
than just Jack. I think it's good for the students to say what they think is going wrong. 
But too much is bad for the class and bad for the instructors, because the instructors 
just lose whatever power they had -- when you see a student responding to an 
instructor that way. I don't think the instructors handled it very well, either. I think 
they took it too personally — they showed their personal feelings too much and it just 
kind of added them in with the students instead of keeping them one step above. 
However, she now refused to address her own feelings about these people who had so 
obviously aggravated her. When asked how she felt about the instructors, she responded with 
their feelings of anger: "I felt they were getting really irritated with us because we seemed to 
have a problem with everything they did. Which is understandable!" She now 'understood' 
their reactions, and her criticisms did not come from anger. 
On the whole, other aspects of the weekend reportedly did not move, bother, or 
intrigue her much. True to her ongoing preference for men and men's issues, Marge said she 
liked the men's fishbowl activity best during the weekend, because she was "really interested 
in what the men had to say when they were just talking to each other." She thought both 
videos "just picked on one bad aspect of advertising and T.V. -- you could find all the isms in 
ads, you know, I mean, all kinds of bad things." Her main stance was one of laid-back 
bravado: a chuckle, a clearing of the throat and "It wasn't all that big of a deal to me." 
However, she watched the second (censored) half of Dreamworlds after lunch Sunday and, 
with much clearing of the throat admitted that it really upset her "I mean, that hit me, that 
you know, the rape scene in there. That's very, I mean when I saw the movie I was shaken 
after that part." She apparently did not become angry over the censoring, but having seen the 
whole video she agreed that it "did kind of bring things together and show how videos do 
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resemble something as heinous as a rape, that I never would have even thought of." However, 
she retained her skepticism despite feeling shaken: "I still think that you could pick awful 
things out of anything." 
But what about all that throat-clearing and bemused chuckling? Was Marge trying to 
cover up some inner contradictions — something that was a "big deal"? Stay tuned for the 
section on her "Learnings"! 
Anger 
Marge seemed to feel uncomfortable with emotions — whether her own or other 
people's, and this seemed to include anger. She described herself as a person who rarely 
became angry (not unlike her mother), to the extent that her friends were always asking her in 
amazement, "Didn't that make you mad?!" Nevertheless, it was her anger that prompted her to 
immediately leap to the men's defense Saturday morning, so this was obviously something 
within her capability if the cause was a good one and the situation called for debate. 
In the classroom, Marge felt that anger could be both constructive and destructive. 
She felt it was good because it pushes people out of silence and gets them involved, but that it 
becomes destructive if people "just get irrational" and start yelling like she felt Lon did. She 
was also critical of the instructors for showing their own anger: 
The teachers' anger, I don't think is ever positive. I don't think we should ever see 
that.... I want to make sure I don't do that when I'm a teacher. I don't want my 
students to know when I'm angry, especially at them.... I don't want them to know 
that I disagree. I think they should get all their opinions out. 
Considering the fact that by the time of her interview Marge had managed to forget and 
downplay all her anger except the protective anger on behalf of the men, it would seem that 
she would have little problem keeping her cool as a teacher. 
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Learnings 
Marge came into the weekend thinking that sexism had no effect on her life and 
consisted of "small things" such as "a man thinking that he could do something that I 
couldn't." When pushed, she came up with some examples of sexism in her life, but expressed 
no anger or the least bit of negative emotion about them, even though they sounded 
aggravating and humiliating: 
I play basketball, and that seems to be where I encountered most of the sexism. I 
mentioned something about a referee who during a big game, lining up for a foul shot 
referred to us as "cute" — like he took the whole game as a joke. "Come on, girls," 
you know, "Come on" [in a voice like calling a little dog]. Things like that. And like 
when 1 played basketball in the park near my house, some men won't play defense on 
me, don't want me to play at all. 
Her resistance to learning about sexism seemed to have been exacerbated by certain factors. 
For one thing, at some point during the weekend she apparently joined an 'out group' (Phyllis, 
Carlos, and possibly others) — students who shared negative views toward the class and 
instructors and encouraged each other in resistance to learning. For another thing, there 
seemed to be some homophobia mixed in with Marge's reactions to learning about sexism and 
feminism. She did not come across as traditionally feminine, and since she had always 
thought of feminists as lesbians, her strength and independence apparently gave her some 
\ 
problems with self image: 
I had a pretty negative image of feminists, like a lot of people do. They were male- 
hating, and lesbians, you know. So I kind of shied away from calling myself that. 
My father always calls me, tells me I'm a feminist, like if there's something on T.V. 
"Oh Marge, there's a feminist thing on!" And I'd say, "Dad, I'm not a feminist!" you 
know. A humanist, that's what I would say. 
This need to prove herself a non-lesbian/non-feminist must have served to strengthen her urge 
to side with the men. 
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At the beginning of her interview, Marge downplayed the effect the class had on her. 
Her major learning related to her apparent problem with self image as a heterosexual female, 
but she tried to laugh this off: 
As far as sexism goes, the class introduced a lot of things to me, but I still don't feel 
like it's that important to me. Feminism - the seminar didn't really change what I 
think, but speaking to one girl in particular who was a declared feminist, who talked to 
me about what it really was and how it can mean different things to different people ~ 
how important it was just to say 'I'm a feminist'. So yeah, as far as feminism, my 
ideas have changed a little since then, [laughs] I don't think I'd be so offended now 
by my dad calling me that. 
Apart from learning about feminism, Marge seemed to have learned the most from the 
videos and discussions about sexism in the media. Despite her earlier expressions of 
skepticism and denial, at the end of her interview she rather ruefully declared (interspersing 
her remarks with her typical bravado laughter) that she could never view things quite the same 
again now that she had been made aware: 
Now This is kind of positive and negative - every time I see an ad or a commercial, 
you know, I'm gonna think of that class. I mean it's good, now that I notice things, 
but now I'm gonna be like depressed all the time. This really is a sexist world, you 
know! 
Interestingly, her new knowledge caused some inner conflict, but did not arouse anger in her. 
Apparently the only anger Marge ever allowed herself to express and validate for herself in 
this whole learning experience was protective anger on behalf of the men. On her own behalf, 
she leaned toward either laughing things off or slipping into depression - a self-inverted, non¬ 
activist emotion. In other words, she did not seem to feel entitled to take anger on her own 
behalf - whether it was her basketball coach's humiliating remarks or her fathers teasing or 
the men in the class overreacting. It is sad that this strong, competitive woman who loved 
debate could not seem to react with anger on her own behalf where men were involved, and 
felt negatively toward Ms. Strong for doing so. 
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Conclusion 
In Chapter VI we witnessed a great deal of anger from men in Class A, and very 
limited anger from women. On the whole, the women were non-confrontational and expressed 
very little anger, even in the privacy of their caucuses. Some women expressed frustration 
over the men's anger, a couple said they had felt intimidated, some seemed unaffected; they all 
mainly wanted to get on with exploring issues of sexism. As for the men, after Saturday 
morning their anger was contained, but since their issues remained unresolved their potential 
for anger remained and resurfaced periodically. The researcher's perception was that for the 
rest of the weekend this potential for male anger created a tension in the class that made the 
women and even the instructors loath to challenge the men for fear of stirring it up. 
In this chapter we have looked beneath the surface of visible anger and its apparent 
effects on the learning situation to glimpse what the Class A students were actually 
experiencing, and why. I will now summarize the findings with some answers to Question #2: 
What kinds of anger did male and female students report experiencing in the class and 
how did the anger facilitate or impede their learning? 
a) What experiences of anger (causes and expressions) did men and women 
report, and how did these relate to observed anger? 
b) How did personal background and attitudes toward anger and sexism 
tie in with their experience of anger in the class? 
c) In what ways did anger seem to impact their learning experience? 
Each subquestion will begin, insofar as possible, with a presentation of the perspectives of the 
whole class, as reported in the evaluations, surveys, and papers. Within that larger picture, the 
case studies will provide a more meaningful portrayal of student experiences. 
a) Rashomon Revisited: 
Men and Women Tell It Like It Is... More or Less 
The Big Picture 
From reading the evaluations it seemed evident that the definition of sexism was still 
sitting in people like undigested quiche, and many people (seemingly males) were still angry 
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over this undesirable item and the way it had been forced on them — and over the way they 
had been treated in general. A number of people (seemingly females) did not like the stress or 
tension levels caused by the Saturday morning conflict, and expressed concern over its effect 
on the men's learning experience. These first-hand, slap-dash reports seemed to corroborate 
the researcher's observation that the men's anger remained with them throughout the weekend, 
negatively coloring their learning experience, and that the women were not angered 
themselves, but enough affected by the men's anger to remain concerned on their behalf. 
The eight surveys followed shortly afterwards and further corroborated the anger 
manifested by the men to be that of righteous outrage over the authoritarian way they were 
silenced, had a definition they disagreed with "rammed down their throats" and had censorship 
thrown at them. There were some hints of homophobia and racism underlying one male's 
anger, and some clues that these particular men had expectations that a) were or b) were not 
fulfilled: a) that they would come up against prejudiced women; b) that they hoped to learn 
about reverse sexism. The dissenting male, Edward, also reported anger exactly as it was 
expressed in class: he was angry at his fellow male students for just wanting to learn how 
they were oppressed. 
, The women's surveys, on the other hand, gave a fascinating glimpse of troubled waters 
below the relatively placid surface. Gwen disavowed feeling the apparent anger that she had 
very agitatedly expressed as "frustration" in the check-ins after lunch on Saturday. Tara 
reported feeling all kinds of anger that she had never revealed in class: anger at Mr. Acker for 
his "completely inappropriate" responses, and at the male students for their self absorbed 
complaining and recalcitrance. Elizabeth, who had remained totally silent throughout the 
conflict, and in class expressed feeling intimidated by the men's anger, now said that she had 
felt "furious" at the men and also at some of the women for their "denial." This anger was 
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never expressed in class, even though in the survey she reported expressing it in constructive, 
general ways. Marge, who had expressed anger over the definition and the silencing of the 
men, now reported that she felt "annoyed and agitated" at the men for overreacting and going 
in circles -- and that she successfully expressed this anger! 
By the time the papers came along two to three weeks later, perspectives had shifted 
and jelled into more cohesive and reader-conscious accounts. Except for Carlos, the men who 
had been angry still reported feeling angry for the same reasons, though Jack now gave his 
account a magnanimous new twist of praise for the instructors' facilitation skills. There were 
no new reports of anger among the non-angry men, though we know through Elizabeth that 
David still bore angry resentment against Ms. Strong which he never expressed in the all-class 
discussions, either. 
Of the women only Phyllis expressed the protective anger that she had apparently been 
feeling all weekend but had only expressed during the Saturday morning conflict and the 
check-ins after lunch. She now directly accused the instructors, especially Ms. Strong, of 
being unjust and "hostile" toward the men and imposing a biased definition and "P.C." 
atmosphere on the class. Thanks to her discussion of her expectations (that this was exactly 
bow the weekend would turn out — full of conflict and unfair to men), she revealed what had 
seemed evident in class: namely that she was heavily influenced by the backlash and ready to 
rear up in defensive, protective anger. It was surprising that she was still so resentful, since 
the flip side of her experience was that she reportedly gained new awareness and motivation. 
The other women's papers contained some criticism of the definition or of the conflict, 
but basically only allowed a rose-colored peek below the surface of their visible experience. 
The women referred to their feelings as "frustration" or "impatience," or just hinted at the 
possibility of negative feelings by referring to the situation as "tense" or "heated." Even the 
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more critical women were careful not to blame the instructors directly for causing their 
frustration. Only three women cited the definition or the way it was presented as the cause of 
their negative feelings; the rest seemed to have permanently adopted Ms. Strong's reframe and 
their own observations during the weekend that their frustrations were due to the men's 
defensiveness and obduracy. Sadly, none of the women reported feeling angry about sexism 
or even alluded to their own anger over issues expressed during the single-sex caucuses. 
Zooming in for Detail: The Case Studies 
The two men and two women who came in for interviews turned out to have 
experienced more anger during the class than they expressed. Carlos felt that he had already 
made clear his anger toward Mr. Acker and Ms. Strong over unfairly stifling A1 and the rest of 
the men and over the unfair definition. The anger he really wanted to talk about was very 
defensive: Ms. Strong's accusation that the men were dominating the discussion really got 
under his skin. His reaction was to get angry at his fellow students — especially the women, - 
for not responding to his challenges and speaking up, because that made it look like the men 
were doing most of the talking! His anger helped him to reject the accusation, and turn the 
blame back onto the women. He ignored the fact that Ms. Strong was part of a team of 
instructors and focused his anger against their authority on her exclusively for not making the 
women speak up. He seemed to use this - along with "her" censoring of Dreamworlds - as 
justification for his intense feelings of anger toward her. 
As Carlos talked, it came out that he felt extreme anger toward her for not 
acknowledging, when censoring Dreamworlds, that men also might be the victims of rape. As 
a survivor of rape and humiliation by an older woman, he could not tolerate this omission. It 
apparently brought out underlying feelings of hostility and even misogyny that fueled his anger 
toward Ms. Strong and toward women in general. His sense of the violent rage beneath his 
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anger may have been what induced him in his survey to write that his anger was "destructive." 
And the guilt that accompanied these feelings may have been what finally induced him to 
decide to change his abusive vocabulary, but it was not strong enough to prevent him from 
relishing the idea of becoming a teacher of women so he could "push them and push them and 
push them" against the wall until they finally got angry enough to speak. Beneath the amiable 
surface, this was apparently a very troubled, conflicted, and (possibly) potentially dangerous 
young man that Marge and Phyllis wanted to protect. 
Edward was certainly talking about Carlos, among others, when he said that "what 
bugged him most" was people who put the blame on others or justified their own sexism. His 
anger in class had appeared to be protective of the instructors and women, and well as a form 
of disapproval of their stance. In the interview it came out that his anger was also self- 
protective: he did not want to be misidentified as one of the sexist T^ad guys' and yet felt 
himself inexorably sucked into that role. Having to thus defend his self image triggered his 
anger the same as it did for the challengers, even though its expression took a different form. 
Though he started out by downplaying his feelings as "frustration," Edward's anger 
came out more and more as he talked. He revealed that he also felt angry at the instructors for 
latching the definition and setting up a bad gender dynamic on their team. He blamed them 
for forcing him into the position of having to perpetually do their job of educating the men 
and defending the women. It is probably due to his determination to appear as a 'good guy' 
that none of this anger appeared in his paper. 
In her interview Elizabeth revealed all the depths of negative emotion that she 
tremblingly alluded to in class as fear. In retrospect it seemed like the nausea and intense 
* 
upset she was feeling during the conflict was a combination of anger and fear; in any case, the 
anger churning inside her silence and isolation was toward the men for the way they were 
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raising their voices and not listening — anger that she never expressed in class, but did talk 
about in her survey. Like Edward, she also revealed anger toward the instructors that she did 
not express in class - over the way they presented the definition so the men couldn't hear it, 
and then didn't listen themselves. Her main interest seemed to be in avoiding conflict, which 
was too scary to her, so after lunch she became "really annoyed" with Jack for bringing it all 
up again. She never expressed this anger in class. She also reported feeling upset/anger 
(again, never expressed) over the men's attitudes in their fishbowl and in the action continuum. 
In class she had told the women about the great "rage" she had felt toward men in general, and 
alluded to childhood sexism-related trauma that ended in abuse in a relationship with a man 
later on. In the interview she identified this as date rape, and discussed the intense anger she 
felt toward men for a long time afterward. This underlying anger undoubtedly fueled her 
angry contributions in class. 
Interestingly, in her interview Elizabeth did not talk about the anger that she did 
express in class about issues of sexism. Apparently her unexpressed anger toward the men 
and the instructors, along with her fear of angering them, were her overriding concerns. For 
Elizabeth, anger was the flip side of fear, and nausea was the outcome. 
In her survey Marge also revealed feeling anger toward the men, but that anger seemed 
to have more to do with frustration than fear. The only anger she had expressed in class was 
over the definition and the silencing of the men; by the time of her interview she had 
narrowed the focus of her anger down to just the issue of definition, and downplayed that as 
well. Evidently she also disliked conflict, even retrospectively, and did not hold onto feelings 
of anger for long. She did not seem inclined to criticize the instructors - except for their own 
displays of anger - and was more inclined to protect the men than hold grudges against them. 
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The protective anger she did feel and express in class may well have been fueled by 
her own need to defend her self image as a non-male-bashing heterosexual. Ms. Strong may 
have fulfilled her expectations of the kind of woman who would exhibit prejudice against men 
in this kind of class. 
b) Where They Were Coming From: 
Backgrounds and Attitudes 
This question can only be examined in terms of the four case studies. Nevertheless, 
the view these give of effects of background and attitudes on how people deal with anger in 
class implies a whole spectrum of possible ways people would react to anger and how it would 
impact their learning experience. 
The men were encouraged to express anger from childhood up; they felt more 
confident and competent in angry interchanges -- they knew the rules of the game (for 
instance, that you have to be louder than everyone else) and felt comfortable playing the game. 
Carlos had been brought up in a macho culture and felt that argument and aggression went 
with being a strong male; he enjoyed it and planned to use it in class. Evidently he had 
become skilled in using it as a shield as well as a weapon. He seemed to progress during the 
weekend from relishing his anger to becoming aware that it could be destructive, and 
apparently tempered it somewhat accordingly. However, this did not alter his basic stance that 
anger is constructive, especially when he was using it to challenge others to learn and change. 
Carlos' personal background also made it likely that he would become angry: his past abuse 
by an older woman, his predilection for aggression coupled with misogyny, his "backlash" 
attitude that men were the real victims of sexism. 
Edward had been taught by his mother to use anger as a constructive means of 
communication and tried to use it that way in class. However, he was much more aware than 
Carlos of the way anger shut people down and blocked communication -- especially the 
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women in the class who felt uncomfortable with it. Along with his wish not to be identified 
with the men, this may be why he stopped expressing anger fairly early on in the weekend and 
tried not to play along with the men's combat game. He wanted to be a 'voice of reason,' so 
much so that even in retrospect he tried to downplay what he had felt during the class and call 
his feelings "frustration" and "annoyance." His strong background in diversity and women's 
issues made him ready and willing to use his anger to fight for these causes. 
The Women interviewed both learned non-anger from their mothers, and had to deal 
with fathers who now and then became loudly angry to the extent that the daughters just 
wanted not to be there. Elizabeth in particular had been terrified by her stepfather's abusive 
outbursts. Neither of them was able to challenge the men in anger; both felt uncomfortable 
with the conflict — the one "edgy," the other "nauseous." Neither person felt she was angry 
by nature; both felt more comfortable understanding the other point of view. Marge in 
particular needed to side with the men and defend their point of view, at least partly due to her 
father's teasing her about being a feminist (and implicitly a lesbian). Marge did grow up 
enjoying family debate, though, and was able to enter into the conflict and feel that her anger 
had a constructive effect, even though she misidentified the sources of her own anger and the 
anger she expressed. She was not able to use anger constructively on her own behalf, or on 
behalf of the women. Her skepticism about sexism and conviction that she could be 'one of 
the guys' and overcome any societal obstacles on her own made her especially prone to get 
angry on behalf of men rather than women. 
Elizabeth's need to sympathize rather than become angry was even deeper rooted than 
Marge's, due to her background of childhood abuse by a stepfather she wanted to be close to. 
Nevertheless, thanks to personal work and learning on women's issues, she had come farther 
than Marge in recognizing and validating her own feelings of justified outrage at the way men 
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had treated her; she was able to express this anger in class and act on it in her personal life 
after the class. She was very unhappy, though, that she was feeling anger toward men again, 
as it had taken her so long after being raped to become sympathetic to men. It seemed like 
she was already well on the way to shaking off the unwelcome feeling of anger: by the end of 
the class her empathy was at war with her rage, and by the time of the interview she felt pity 
toward even the men in the class who she felt were potential rapists. 
c) Anger, Learning, Men, Women: How Did It All Add Up? 
The Four Protagonists 
Carlos' learnings were minimal. He learned, reluctantly, that he needed to change his 
most offensive vocabulary. The sources of his anger went deeper than the class; this anger did 
not come out in class. He never let down his angry defenses enough to admit that perhaps he 
needed to back off in other ways as well. As stated above, his learnings seemed blocked by 
his need to challenge others in anger, and justify that anger as part of his free and honest self 
expression. He used his anger as a tool to teach others rather than change his own values, 
even though he said that he could also learn from being "pushed" hard enough. Might this 
have been true, if this angry pushing had come from peers instead of from instructors? 
Edward felt very frustrated about the lack of educational challenge the class held for 
him. His time and energy were consumed by trying to mediate and mitigate the effects of the 
anger all around him. Much of his own anger had to remain unexpressed due to his perceived 
need to make up for the instructors' mistakes and try to defend the women and educate the 
men. His major learning came from these efforts, and from seeing some of his own tendency 
to dominate reflected in the more aggressive male students. But his claim that anger was 
constructive for learning had a hollow ring, considering how it seemed to rob him of his own 
learning experience. 
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Elizabeth, like Edward, learned most from having to cope with recalcitrant males and 
resistant females, and gained the arguing skills she had hoped for "by doing it." It was 
apparently beneficial for her to survive the men's anger and see it effectively contained by the 
instructors. She also learned a one-way definition for sexism which made her angry at men all 
over again. She was able to feel and express this anger and use it to educate the other women, 
yet she remained mired in her own need to understand and sympathize with men. Was this 
because she got little support from the other women, who were all concerned with placating 
and helping the men in their learning experience? 
Marge came to the class prepared to be skeptical and side with the men; she soon 
joined an 'out group' which encouraged her in her resistance. She found herself learning, 
rather in spite of herself, that "this really is a sexist world" and that she could be a feminist 
without being labeled a lesbian. But these learnings came once the anger had been lidded and 
she could start listening to the other women -- especially Elizabeth. Her own angry energy 
went into defending the men against injustices, and it would appear that this only set her 
behind in her learning. She never learned to feel anger on her own behalf; she never opened 
up to the other women enough to share her own experiences with sexism and be able to name 
them as such so that she could feel angry. Could this have happened if the men had not taken 
over center stage and claimed the women's concern for themselves? 
The Big Picture 
An important part of women's learning in a class on sexism is arriving at a point of 
awareness or appraisal where they can turn blame outward rather than inward and allow 
themselves to feel and express anger over injustices they have suffered at the hands of men. 
In a mixed sexism class, it is healthy for the men to hear this anger and be challenged to take 
more responsibility for their own attitudes and actions. In Class A there was very little sign of 
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this constructive anger. It seemed that much of the women's anger and/or reactions to anger 
remained hidden during the class. They hardly even allowed themselves to feel what anger 
they did have, or at least acknowledge it as such. Was this because they needed to see 
themselves (and be seen by the men) as non-angry women, unlike their leader Ms. Strong? 
Or was it because they were so focused on understanding male anger or worrying about the 
potential for recurrences of male anger? Whatever the case, from observation of the class 
itself, from the evaluations, surveys, and papers, it was evident that the women felt anger and 
frustration toward the men but never expressed it; they downplayed and dismissed these 
feelings and focused instead on concern for the men's learning experience. They learned as 
observers and, in a way, as recipients of the men's anger. 
Meanwhile the male challengers learned by imposing their anger on everyone and 
grudgingly seeing its effects on the women. They learned vhe most from the one angry 
woman they all loved to hate -- Ms. Strong — who countered with her own anger and finally 
(through the gentler admonitions from her female students) forced the men to acknowledge 
their need to back off and give women more space in discussion. This learning was a gradual 
process that took place because the instructors managed to put a lid on the anger and get 
everyone communicating more collaboratively in smaller groups and more controlled 
discussions. The men and the women all felt that they learned the most from listening to 
others' experiences and sharing stories. 
Could the students have learned more if they had not had to divert so much energy 
into being angry at the instructors? Could the men have learned more if they had been 
challenged by the female students rather than by the instructors? And could the women have 
learned more if they had been able to gain enough power to feel and express this kind of 
anger? I believe so. It is impressive how the instructors overcame some formidable odds - 
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the backlash, the group and individual dynamics, the imbalance and dynamics on their own 
team, and some initial teaching errors -- and turned angry conflict into meaningful learning for 
almost all the students. But many men also learned what they already thought - that an angry 
woman (Ms. Strong) is "bad" and reverses oppression onto them. And many women also 
learned that their impulse to be angry women was "bad" and unfair, and confirmed their own 
collusive training to "understand" men. Since the women never got to express their anger to 
the men, their accounts of their inner reality remained conflicted and inconsistent; they did not 
want to see an enemy without -- a man who said he was good -- and so retold the tale to 
cover up an enemy within -- an angry woman. 
256 
CHAPTER VIII 
CLASS B REVISITED: 
WOMEN S PERSPECTIVES ON LEARNING AND ANGER 
Introduction 
We have seen how, on the whole, the women of Class A kept their anger hidden in 
class and then felt compelled to edit out their own feelings of anger from their accounts of 
what happened. Only the women who experienced protective anger ~ along with the men in 
their defensive outrage -- seemed to feel justified in telling an angry story. The women of 
Class B, on the other hand, were able to express in class a full range of anger — both 
protective and accusatory. How will this affect the stories they tell? Will their accounts show 
more consistency between the outer reality of what happened and the inner reality of their 
emotions and learning experience? 
This chapter continues the exploration of student perspectives but, within the larger 
context of evaluations and papers from the whole class, focuses on the female students. After 
taking a look at the general student reactions, we explore the feelings and insights of four 
women whose case studies proved the most interesting. Since the women were interviewed 
before the class as well as afterward, and kept journals of their emotional reactions during the 
class, the approach is slightly different than that of the preceding chapter. I present each 
participant's family background and gender socialization as generated in the first interviews, 
then give their views on anger (from the second interviews). The main section for each case 
study is an analysis of the person's learning experience as discussed in the second interview, 
using the journal to key in on significant emotional reactions. This is followed by a summary 
of important learnings, including those brought up in the participant's paper, and some 
concluding remarks on how anger tied in to her learning experience. 
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Like Chapter VII, this chapter is devoted to answering the second research question: 
What kinds of anger do female students report experiencing in the class and how does 
the anger facilitate or impede their learning? 
a) What experiences of anger (causes and expressions) do women report, and 
how do these relate to observed anger? 
b) How do personal background and attitudes toward anger and sexism tie in 
with their experience of anger in the class? 
c) In what ways does anger seem to impact their learning experience? 
An Overview of Student Perspectives 
Evaluations 
On the whole, reactions to the class and to the four instructors were very favorable. 
Half the women and two of the men expressed praise for the team and the weekend in terms 
of "great," "wonderful," and "excellent." Almost everyone appreciated the instructors' skills 
and relaxed approach. Both women and men wrote that the discussions were most useful to 
their learning; next most popular were the video and the statistics on violence against women. 
Of the sixteen women, eight reported that the biggest impact on them was the men's 
fishbowl activity; the video and statistics on violence got three votes each, followed by two 
votes for sharing experiences and, interestingly, two for experiencing anger. Only three 
women expressed criticism of the men's fishbowl for "blaming" or "putting men on the spot." 
Two wished they had processed the women's fishbowls before moving on to the men. Four 
felt there should have been more factual or theoretical content. Eight felt the class dragged; 
their criticisms ranged from impatience with long-winded individuals to finding the whole 
experience too long. 
By contrast, of the six men, only one spoke positively of the fishbowl, saying that it 
was "terribly powerful" and wishing that there had been more time to share feelings about it; 
the other men were most impacted by the discussions and statistics on violence. All of the 
men were critical of the class and seemed turned off by the fishbowl experience. Three of the 
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men would have "eliminated" that activity, and three felt as well that the instructors 
(presumably the female instructors) stereotyped them unfairly and alienated them. Two men 
said the female instructors made them uncomfortable. 
From reading the evaluations I would conclude that the fishbowl activity, which 
created an artificial situation of "reverse sexism," stirred up unresolved feelings of anger in the 
men, possibly to the detriment of an otherwise positive learning experience. For most of the 
women it seemed that the fishbowl may have provided a dynamic boost to an otherwise 
slightly dull but generally positive learning experience. Whether good or bad, the activity was 
pivotal to the weekend. 
Papers 
Again, the papers were almost all written two to three weeks after the class, when 
memories are ordinarily hazy as to what actually went on. However, there was more 
consistency between observed events and these written accounts in Class B than in Class A. I 
believe this was because the causes for anger were clear to begin with (unlike the undercover 
power games and whitewashing in Class A) and by the time they wrote their papers, people 
were still clear — if not even clearer - on what they were angry about 
As pointed out in Chapter VI, papers are written with the goal of impressing the 
instructors, which tends to further misrepresent the actual learning experience. However, I 
believe there was also less of this phenomenon with the Class B papers. On the whole, the 
Class B students seemed to feel more respect and liking for their instructors than those in 
Class A, and seemed to give more honest responses. Rather than hiding feelings and working 
to present rosy pictures of their learning, students in Class B seemed to use their papers more 
genuinely to give their learnings a clearer shape. Both men and women expressed their anger 
freely and openly, and used it as a guide in reflecting back on the class. 
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The Men 
To briefly summarize, all the men expressed varying amounts of defensive anger 
regarding the class and the readings, but all five reported that the class was a very important 
learning experience. Most impactful learning experiences seemed to come from the gallery on 
violence against women, the video, and the men's fishbowl, though the latter two experiences 
made them feel uncomfortably stigmatized as 'bad guys.' The two Asian men expressed the 
most compassion and empathy for women's plight and the most enthusiasm for their amount of 
learning. All three men of color had remained fairly silent during the weekend; they now 
expressed a preference for the all-male caucus groups and the small group discussions where 
they felt safer to express their feelings and opinions. James was still the angriest of all; his 
defensive anger against these women who had failed to appreciate him was now so strong that 
he also lashed out in anger over the articles by women authors in the reading packet. 
The Women 
The researcher received papers from all but one of the women (Rose), and according 
to these self reports, all of the women seemed to gain new awareness about themselves in 
relation to sexism. Over half the women expressed surprise or enthusiasm over how the 
weekend opened their eyes and changed their attitudes and/or motivated them to take action. 
Six of these women seemed to have 'peak' learning experiences - their attitudes about sexism 
and understanding of themselves in relation to sexism were transformed. All but two of the 
women (Kathy and Evelyn) reported a variety of emotional reactions to the classes and the 
required readings; of these fourteen women, ten reported feeling anger, and one (Betsy) 
expressed anger but did not label her feeling as such. Five women wrote that they were still 
confused about their feelings. This section summarizes the learning experience and papers of 
the women who will not be covered in the case studies. We will start with a small coalition 
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of women I refer to as the "out group," because they bonded over resistance to learning about 
sexism and encouraged each other to shut down to the whole experience. These three women 
were Betsy, Evelyn, and Glenda. 
Betsy said she signed up for the class because she was "infuriated" over the fact that 
sexism was still around, but she appeared completely uninterested Saturday and Sunday 
morning as well. In fact, she seemed to feel that she already knew everything there was to 
know about it, and prepared herself to be bored. Together with Glenda and Evelyn she formed 
an 'out-group' of skeptics and spent a great deal of time chatting and laughing with them. In 
the women's caucus after the men's fishbowl, she sat in her out-group apart from the rest of 
the women, so it came as a surprise when she expressed anger over the men's apparent 
unwillingness to learn and change. As soon as the caucus ended she shut down again. 
In her paper Betsy did not cite any specific learnings, and expressed disappointment 
over the lack of learning that took place, though she implied that it was the other students who 
needed to learn more: "Sixteen hours was simply not enough time to educate [some people] 
as much as they need to be educated.... Some of them have no idea how problematic [sexism] 
is." Nevertheless, she was obviously moved by the gallery and video on violence, and was 
also roused to anger by the men's attitudes revealed during the fishbowl: 
During the seminar, I was having mixed feelings due to the behavior of a couple of 
men. Even for those men who say that they aren't sexist towards women, they should 
think twice before they buy a playboy magazine or go to a "peep" show. As was the 
case with some of the men in our seminar, men need to realize that they are still 
contributing to sexism against women when they agree to participate in these activities 
and do not stand up for women when they see something that is clearly sexism. 
She evidently felt that she learned something of the extent to which men — even well- 
intentioned men — want to keep on enjoying the privileges they get from the system. Perhaps 
it would have helped light a fire inside her if there had been an all-class discussion after the 
fishbowl, so that anger like hers could have been brought out and explored. 
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Evelyn did not seem too knowledgeable or concerned about sexism, which she felt was 
mainly a thing of the past. She came across as a classic tomboy who thought she could be 
'one of the guys' and beat the system on her own, blaming other women for letting themselves 
be adversely affected. She looked tired and bored a good deal of the time, and spent as much 
time as possible joking in her out-group. Saturday afternoon, though, the gallery and video on 
violence against women affected her very much, which she expressed this in her terms of 
beating the system: "It makes you feel like someone's beaten you - you can no longer walk 
from one place to another." She even expressed anger over this in the all-class discussion. 
The men's fishbowl activity seemed to anger her, apparently because she couldn't respect the 
men for not rebelling against holding each others' hands ("If my boyfriend was here, he would 
have said 'No way!'). She voiced her discontent during the check-ins after lunch Sunday, and 
was the first to bolt out the door at the end of the day. 
In her paper Evelyn said that she learned some things about herself "that I had not 
known were much of a concern for me until after the seminar had taken place," but she did 
not say what these were. Perhaps one was the issue of safety and her own vulnerability: "The 
fact that men are made to feel as though they have to prove their masculinity causes them to 
act out in ways in which they can make themselves feel more powerful. Rape and battery 
against women are some of the ways which men make women feel weak and powerless." 
However, it seemed like Evelyn mainly heard what she wanted to hear and stuck to 
her belief that sexism isn't that prevalent any more: " It is a fact that the views about women 
have changed over the years.... To make a sexist remark in the past was common and not 
considered taboo. In today's world people are careful not to offend anyone for fear of being 
attacked." Her paper confirmed that the men's fishbowl activity had turned her off -- for her, 
fighting sexism could not include blaming men: 
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I figured there would be a lot of blame and resentment towards the opposite sex. I 
was surprised to see that this took a while to surface. It was not until the second day 
that some of the tensions arose which made the setting uncomfortable. [Fortunately] 
this only lasted for a short while.... The idea was expressed that we should not dwell 
on the past... but look ahead for the future to promote equality. 
It could be that, like Marge in Class A, she felt a need to prove her 'good guy' nature and 
possibly her heterosexuality by defending men and taking their side. 
Glenda seemed moderately aware of problems and issues but was reluctant to make 
any connections, and so remained "confused." She grew up hearing about the importance of 
feminists, so she supported what "they" were doing, but she became "angry when people 
become, like, anti-male." She appeared uninterested and skeptical much of the weekend and 
spent all her free moments with the out-group, but did seem somewhat affected by the gallery 
and video on violence. She seemed to come alive during the men's fishbowl, and pushed one 
man about his not knowing whether he would stop going to strip clubs; in the caucus 
afterward she expressed some anger over this: "If you're never going to do it again it won't 
take you too long to figure that out." In the check-ins after lunch, she even said she thought it 
important for both men and women to "feel bad" in order to leam. She was skeptical again, 
though, about the interventions, and left the weekend still saying that she was "confused." 
Most surprisingly, according to Glenda's paper the class turned out to be a pivotal 
learning experience. It seemed hard to believe that this was the same Glenda, but apparently 
once she got away from her cohorts in skepticism, she started thinking: 
I had heard a lot of the information before, but I think what made it different was 
listening to other people's thoughts and experiences involving sexism, especially from 
different points of view. Hearing what many of the women and men had to say made 
me realize how incorrect I was in thinking I was immune to the effects of sexism. 
According to her paper, the confusion became worse and culminated in full-blown anger and 
mistrust of men. Her situation sounded very upsetting: 
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I don't think I really fully felt the impact of anything I learned until a week or so after 
the seminar. At this point I am feeling rather angry and confused. 1 think I am 
becoming aware of the realities women face in today's world.... I look at men I care 
about and love, and feel anger towards them and some of the ways in which they treat 
me. 1 am able to confront the little things that bother me, but am not feeling resolved. 
I feel unable to truly trust the honesty and integrity of the responses I receive. 
A lot of this comes from listening to some of the men speak during the 
weekend. Listening to some of the things that were said about strip bars and 
pornography really disgusted me. I think before I ignored the issue because it didn't 
"directly" affect me in my eyes. 
I feel more degraded than I have in the past, and often look at men now and 
seldom hear what they are saying because I am too absorbed in thinking of what they 
are thinking and seeing when they look at me. 
She wrote that she felt "a lot differently than... before the seminar," and that she hoped to do 
some good with her new knowledge and anger: 
Through listening to the facilitators talk about how they handle sexism... I feel like 
there are ways in which I can deal with my anger. I want to share my thoughts and 
feelings on sexism with others so other people I care about... will benefit from what 
I've learned. 
It appears that the anger aroused in her during the men's fishbowl activity was responsible for 
making some important connections between her own experiences and observations in class. 
Belinda came into the class apparently knowledgeable and already actively working 
against sexism. She participated energetically throughout the weekend and expressed anger 
about and toward the men on several occasions, but did not express any anger in her paper. 
For her final check-in at the end of the weekend, Belinda said she was most impacted by the 
gallery of violence against women -- "It really hit me," and her paper confirmed this: "I 
probably learned more in the fifteen minutes in the room of statistics about violence against 
women than I had all my life. It was tough to see and accept." She wrote that she wished 
they had discussed the gallery on violence, but said that "overall, the class fulfilled my 
expectations, and made me see things I have never seen before." She most appreciated sharing 
stories in the women's caucuses, and appreciated having more women than men in the class. 
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Carla seemed to have some awareness of sexism; she participated actively and with 
evident interest in all the discussions, and expressed some anger over the men's complaining 
attitudes after the fishbowl but otherwise appeared less involved emotionally than some other 
women. At the end of the weekend, she expressed gratitude to the class for raising her 
awareness and motivating her to "bring this awareness into the community." 
Surprisingly, Carla's paper was highly emotional and full of anger. She said she felt a 
range of emotions during the activities and discussions: "anger, sadness, confusion, disgust, 
and happiness.... The fishbowl made me confused and angry because I couldn't believe some 
of the men were complaining about the way they had to sit. This is one of society's smallest 
rules for me as a woman." Her anger carried over into her review of the required reading, in 
which one issue after another infuriated her and roused her to take action against sexism. Her 
anger seemed to be a new force that she discovered during the course of the weekend: 
I always have known that sexism existed, but I never knew just how much it did! 
What new information did I learn? I learned how much anger I really do have, and 
this is anger I never really knew I had. I learned how unaware some men are about 
how women really feel. I also learned that it is okay for me, as a woman, to stand up 
for myself, and how to deal with situations that distress me.... I feel confident enough 
now to interrupt sexist behavior and educate. 
Before the weekend class, Diana was already an active feminist educator studying to 
become a social diversity instructor. During the class she put a great deal of energy into 
helping other people learn, but appeared to be on a more detached, teacherly level as far as her 
own emotional involvement went. Diana reported in her paper that she found herself 
becoming angry after the weekend: she felt "bothered" by something, and finally realized that 
she regretted focusing on the men's fishbowl experience at the expense of the women's. 
However, this anger seems to have engendered her biggest learning as a future educator, 
because it showed her what not to do as a future educator: "This will help me to be more 
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sensitive to taking up space and time, and redirecting energy when needed. Hopefully I will 
be more available to... hear what issues are important to the targets." 
Eileen was a resident assistant at the university, so had some prior training around 
issues of diversity. However, she was ambivalent about feminists and still felt came to the 
class feeling not very knowledgeable about sexism. She had a cold and did not participate 
very vigorously in the weekend activities, but appeared interested in the activities and 
participated in a quiet way. Sunday morning she brought "every page" of Cosmo for her show 
and tell on sexism, but then didn't contribute much until the women's caucus after the men's 
fishbowl. She remarked that she felt "sad" that "after all this learning, they're still going to 
continue to do all that." For her check-in she said she felt "confused" because die liked 
feeling "empowered" by the activity, but "now what?" She remained a thoughtful presence the 
rest of the weekend and left saying that she had a lot to think about. 
In her paper Eileen wrote that she was surprised to find this "one of the best 
workshops that I have attended." 
It is hard to pinpoint exactly what I learned, but I know that I now have a different 
attitude toward this issue. This weekend encouraged me to try and do something 
about sexist attitudes. I am a Resident Assistant on campus and decided that this was 
a good place to start. I put up a bulletin board with the statistics of domestic violence. 
I also gave a speech in my public speaking class on this issue. 
She wrote of the connections she made between pornography and violence against women, and 
as well, of her anger and discouragement brought on by the men's fishbowl: "Men have 
privilege and don't want to give it up is what I took out of that whole activity." She wished 
that the class had discussed that activity more thoroughly so that the men could hear this 
anger. All in all, the class apparently roiled up the inner waters, so to speak, helping her 
make some connections and increasing her motivation to take action. The anger over the 
fishbowl definitely seemed to contribute positively to Eileen's learning experience. 
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Kathy was came to the weekend already very knowledgeable about sexism and 
working actively to educate others. She considered herself a feminist, but made it clear that 
she would defend any man against "male bashing." She was very quiet all day Saturday, 
though she did assertively disagree with James after the video, pointing out that self defense is 
not a viable solution for a woman if the attacker has a gun. Sunday in the women's caucus 
after the men's fishbowl, she expressed negative feelings about that activity: she wished some 
men who were more blatantly sexist could have been put in that situation, she felt in any case 
that the men couldn't really learn anything from such unsubtle, obvious rules, and she found it 
too personally too difficult making the men feel so uncomfortable. It seemed like the weekend 
was not a very positive experience for her, perhaps largely because of her empathy for the 
men. However, she did not express any outright anger, nor did she report any in her paper. 
In fact, her paper was simply a generic, positive statement about how much she learned from 
all the classes she had taken on women's issues -- basically a copout. 
Though Kay was already quite knowledgeable about sexism and was an advocate at 
the Women's Center, the class was apparently a peak learning experience for her. Throughout 
the weekend she participated enthusiastically and expressed a range of emotions — including 
anger on several occasions. She encouraged Nora and Joanne in validating their own anger. 
This level of engagement persisted right up to the end, when she became so angry during the 
group role play that she told the class she wrote a note to herself that she must never say to 
her kids "don't argue with me" because "it wipes them off the map." In the final check-ins she 
enthused, "I work with women and had heavy feelings yesterday, but the storm happened and 
is past, and now I feel better. I've taken five of these weekend classes, and this was the best!" 
In her paper Kay enthused over how "very enlightening, motivating, and fun" the 
activities were, and how impactful the video and the fishbowls were. She moved from a 
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heavy "sense of helplessness" on Saturday to feeling empowered to take action. She wrote 
about the required readings with great passion and outrage. 
Nora's emotional involvement was from the start the most visibly dynamic of the 
entire class and culminated in what Mr. Reed referred to as "archetypical woman's anger." 
The class witnessed her progression from feeling "stifled" by the gender box to feeling 
"shame" and "degradation" over her years of kowtowing in her jobs, to her expressions of 
"rage" at men and at herself for buying into the whole system for so long. Whereas before she 
felt unhappy but didn't realize the cause was not in herself; she now appraised the situation as 
unjustified, abusive, and with a clear enemy deserving of anger. She could even contrast this 
to the men's anger over the fishbowl: 
I wanted to say to you as agents that whether you choose to take responsibility or not 
for recognizing that sexism does exist, it still does exist for women, and if you feel 
angry or outraged at us, forget about it. This is what your mothers, your daughters, all 
women have to live with. 
Interestingly, Nora was never apologetic for her anger, and did not use any of the usual female 
attempts to water down its expression in mixed company (smiles or laughs, 'it's just little old 
me so don't be afraid', etc.). 
In her paper Nora thanked all the instructors for their "passion and perspective" and 
reconfirmed the evolution of her feelings during the course of the class, starting with the 
gender box, which "made me painfully aware that males consider everything female to be 
undesirable traits.... The impact of this realization was the beginning of the rage I felt as the 
weekend progressed." This was her fifth class on oppression, so the identity development 
model was very clear to her, as was how she saw herself and her emotional needs within this 
model: " I am in passive resistance and I will work toward moving into active resistance. I 
want to get to the place where I know that 'I'm O.K. and you [the agent group] don't matter.' 
This will not be easy because right now I feel a great amount of anger and self-pity, but I 
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want to move beyond that as quickly as possible." She wrote that she was surprised to find 
this rage within her, as well as the other emotions that "got dredged up." 
It makes me angry when I think of all the times I have acted inferior to men in order 
to gain or maintain their approval. I have allowed myself to be oppressed and 
victimized by men, and for this I feel guilt, shame, and rage. I know that I have to get 
beyond these feelings in order to change the way I think, act, and react.... My reactions 
to sexism need to be productive and appropriate — not angry and retaliatory - in order 
to become an effective advocate for women. 
Roberta was worried that this class would be as uncomfortable as the previous class 
she had taken. She contributed enthusiastically and expressed feelings all weekend, but ended 
up in a state of conflict over the men's fishbowl activity which she had volunteered to emcee. 
Though she led the activity seemingly without any qualms, afterward she expressed negative 
feelings about it. She empathized with the men's discomfort and was afraid that they 
personally were being blamed for something they couldn't help, though she felt very conflicted 
around this and agreed with other women that perhaps the activity would help the men's 
learning. After that, Roberta backed off in the all-group discussions, and made a non¬ 
committal comment for her final check-in: "Ill keep trying to overcome sexism and keep on 
changing and thinking." 
In her paper, Roberta maintained this relatively neutral tone, mentioning some 
learnings about stereotypes and gender socialization that were important to her. She seemed to 
have decided by now that she definitely did not like the fishbowl exercise because she "felt we 
were oppressing... and putting these men on trial for all the attitudes and behaviors of men." 
Her only expression of anything like anger was over her task during the fishbowl: "I was 
annoyed that I was asked to facilitate the fishbowl and was constantly interrupted by one of 
the facilitators. It made me feel like I wasn't doing a good job." One wonders if this 
challenge to her ego which seemed to cause defensive anger is what turned her off to that 
activity and shut her down for the rest of Sunday. 
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A very earnest African American woman in her forties, Rose came into the class 
already quite knowledgeable about sexism. She was the only woman of color in the class, and 
older than the men of color, so she seemed to suffer feelings of isolation. As it turned out, 
Ms. Birch revealed during her interview with the researcher that Rose spoke to her on 
Saturday about feeling shunned by the other women. Probably because of this, on Saturday 
she did not speak much during the large-group discussions. She contributed a good bit during 
the women's caucus after the video and actively participated in planning the men's fishbowl, 
then expressed disappointment that the men of color seemed to get so little out of it. During 
the break she informed the researcher that she did not like the class at all and had divested 
herself emotionally from the class so it would not aggravate her. For her final check-in, she 
said only that she had "stuff to think about." 
Summary 
Of the twelve women, all but one (Diana) felt some anger or related negative feelings 
during the weekend, and that one joined them by feeling and expressing anger later in her 
paper. During the class, eight of these women expressed the negative feelings. Two who did 
not express it (Carla and Eileen) did so later in their papers.1 For all but three of the women 
(Evelyn, Kathy, and Roberta) anger was directed toward the men or about the men, and went 
hand in hand with constructive learnings. There was impressive consistency between anger 
manifested in the class and anger expressed in the papers. 
I believe the outpouring of anger was possible because in Class B, women's anger was 
affirmed and validated by the instructors and by female peers as justified and reasonable, and 
part of the developmental learning experience. Unlike the women in Class A, these women 
1Rose apparently never expressed her anger over feeling isolated and shut down, but she may 
have done so in her paper, which was not received by the researcher. 
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were given the space, the safety, and the opportunity to become angry at the men, confront the 
men with their anger, and hold them accountable for their attitudes and actions. Because anger 
was possible, Nora became downright monumental in her newfound wrath - in class and in 
her paper. Even the women who did not express anger in class were able to acknowledge the 
justice of their feelings and express it later in their papers. And two women (Diana and 
Glenda) left the weekend with conflicted feelings which only later became resolved in anger, 
with concomitant reappraisal and motivation. 
The women spent a large amount of the weekend focusing on the men — preparing the 
fishbowl, conducting it, then processing it. Diana expressed the feeling that this wasted 
valuable time and energy that should have gone into learning more about the women's 
experiences and learning needs. Certainly this is a valid concern; nevertheless for most of the 
women, the men's revelations and reactions to that activity provoked the most anger and -- in 
conjunction with this anger — became the pivotal learning experience. Apparently the anger 
that most of the women had begun to feel over issues of rape, violence, sexual exploitation, 
negative stereotyping, etc., came to a head during or after this activity when they realized that 
sexism wasn't just 'out there somewhere' but was embodied in these 'good guys' who did not 
want to give up their oppressive privileges. In these women, we witness a resounding 
affirmation of women experiencing and expressing anger on their own behalf, and in 
conjunction with this anger making important new gains in learning and motivation. 
What about the women for whom anger was apparently not constructive? Both Kathy 
and Evelyn were apparently shut down by feeling discomfort or protective anger for the men. 
It was not clear that Kathy was feeling anger on behalf of the men, so much as empathy. 
With Evelyn dike Phyllis and Marge in Class A) the anger seemed inextricably linked to 
defending her own self image -- a need to be seen as protective of men and on their side 
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(women's societally validated anger). Roberta apparently experienced defensive anger over her 
self image (similar to the men's). Could they have made better progress in learning if they had 
not had to raise those defensive shields and/or protect the men? In the Barb's case study, we 
will see this defensiveness carried to an extreme. 
Four Case Studies 
Introduction 
The four women selected for this study present an interesting range of experiences and 
proclivities for learning about sexism. Their ages seemed to affect how they approached 
anger: the two younger women kept it inside; the two older women were more forthright in 
expressing it. Prior to the class, all four women had very similar attitudes toward gender roles 
and sexism, so I will briefly summarize their opinions here and only note interesting 
exceptions for individuals. 
All four women thought that in general men and women have a few genetic 
differences, like strength, but have mainly been socialized into a number of gender-restricted 
behavior patterns - e.g. that men are not supposed to be emotional or cry, and that women are 
more nurturing. They all believed that it is fine for either sex to ask the other out on dates, 
and to be concerned about physical appearance. All of them claimed that it would be fine if 
men wanted to wear make-up or dresses, but none of them seemed to like the idea. They all 
felt there should be no restrictions job-wise for either sex, absolutely no difference in equal 
pay for equivalent work; they all hoped to see a woman become President. All of them felt — 
to varying degrees -- that there is a good deal of sexism in our society and had some concrete 
examples both generally and from personal experience. All felt that both men and women are 
unfairly stereotyped and/or restricted because of their gender, but that women are more so. 
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They all believed that there still needed to be some changes made to improve the situation, 
especially for women. 
Barb: Rage Turns Inward 
Background 
A feisty, blue-collar 38-year-old, Barb was completing a B.A. in Rehabilitation 
Services. Her family was Roman Catholic with Irish, German, Scotch, French and Native 
American ancestry. She was the third oldest in a family of ten children, an adult child of 
alcoholics, a recovering alcohol/drug addict, and a survivor from a lifetime of sexual abuse at 
the hands of men from childhood up. Until entering Alcoholics Anonymous and starting to 
get counseling about twelve years ago, her life was one of economic hardship, drunken 
domestic violence, and degradation ranging from harassment at her many waitressing jobs to 
rape. She went from taking care of her younger siblings, to domestic service for others, then 
to having children of her own. Now that her children were in their teens and she was in a 
stable, healthy marriage relationship, she felt that for the first time in her life she could focus 
on herself. She felt that she was "a good person" -- very giving, with a lot to offer, but a 
person who had learned to set boundaries and say "no." 
Barb said she had had to work through a great deal of "rage" toward "upperclass white 
middlemen" who represented power to her. Her teenage daughter was recovering from bone 
cancer, which Barb felt was caused by power lines over their home, so much of Barb's anger 
had been directed toward the power companies and big corporations who, thanks to rezoning 
in her economically depressed area, were now threatening to bring in more industrial pollution. 
She was an independent liberal but leaned toward the Democratic party; she had become quite 
an activist for causes she believed in. Proud of her Native American heritage, she 
incorporated Indian spirituality into her new belief in a personal "higher power." 
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Gender Socialization: Attitudes toward Sexism 
Barb's mother taught her that "the girl's place was in the home, you follow your man, 
you do what he says, you have all the children the man wants." She learned from her 
stepfather that her mother was "trash," and accordingly learned to become "trash" in turn: 
"For those of us that have been raised male/female... like I have, being a female is not really 
good - it's being dirty, and sex is dirty." Consequently she had a hard time reconciling her 
gender with her sense of independent selfhood: "There's almost another species of females 
that live within the females, I mean, we love men and we love seducing them, but there's a 
part of us that wants to stand up for who I am and what I am. It's a really tricky question." 
Barb was a victim of both classism and abusive sexism. Since she was poor, she was 
scorned at school, too, and schoolwork took second place to being "forced" to raise her 
siblings when she got home — feed the babies, do the dishes, wash the diapers, clean the 
house. Career desires stemmed from abuse at home: she wanted to either be a nun so her 
stepfather would leave her alone, or be a go-go dancer. Later, she just wanted to "get 
annihilated": when she hit puberty, she followed her parents' example and turned to drugs and 
alcohol, hanging out with other kids from dysfunctional families who had "a bunch of anger 
and rage" and played out their abusive roles in violent sexual relationships. Rebelling against 
her mother as a role model, she tried to be a "guzzler and pool hustler" like her father. 
However, she then "went on a revenge kick" against men for years because "all they wanted 
you for was to have sex and to have a maid." At one point she considered becoming a 
lesbian, but it "didn't seem right" to her. In retrospect, she was grateful to her mother for 
teaching her the basic life skills and how to "survive." But she was especially grateful to her 
present husband for giving her love and respect for the first time in her life. 
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Barb felt that since men hold more power, they don't "suffer from the oppression that 
women do." She tried to affirm gender differences, but insisted that gender roles can be 
unhealthy: if men "need to cry, they should be able to cry... instead of sucking it down and 
later having this anger come out because they're putting their wife through the wall or 
something." Her knowledge of sexism was grounded in her own experience of this kind of 
abuse, and in counseling other abused women who "think it's fine to love somebody that treats 
you like a piece of trash." Barb was looking forward to the sexism class, but had reservations 
due to fearing that part of herself "that still has a lot of rage and anger toward men." On the 
other hand, her anger toward abusers and sexist men was tempered by understanding them: 
"you can't really hold people responsible that are ignorant." 
Areas of Inner Conflict/Potential Learning 
An emotionally volatile person with a wretchedly misogynistic personal and family 
background. Barb had finally achieved something like "serenity" in her life in a healthy 
marriage relationship. This was a good indicator that die would probably be resistant to 
learning anything new that might disturb her new relations with the men in her life. Barb's 
inner conflict around her self-esteem as a woman surfaced in her hate/love relationship with 
men. Despite her "rage," she continued to identify with men and seek out male 
companionship and approval: "I still have more male friends than female friends. I don't 
know why that is, but maybe because I think a lot differently than females...." This is a 
classic problem for members of any target group who have bought into their own oppression 
so thoroughly that they pretend they don't belong to their social group (see Chapter IV). Thus 
her need for approval and rewards from men, along with her ingrained misogyny, waged an 
inner battle against her rage against men and empathy for women suffering domestic abuse. 
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Her attitude toward feminism reflected this inner conflict. On the one hand she liked 
to think of herself as a "strong feminist," but when men called her a "female chauvinist" it 
brought her up short: "There's a part of me that is afraid to be called a feminist because I've 
learned that it's a bad thing for a female to be." She worried that her feminist leaning might 
be the prejudice men claimed it was -- "just the part of me that does not like men, because of 
being violated by them so many times." 
Views and Personal Background on Anger 
Since she grew up in a chaotic environment of drunkenness and physical violence, 
Barb learned from her parents to express anger in "yelling, screaming" rages that were not 
only ineffectual but self-destructive and fortified her negative self perception. She finally 
learned from her sponsor and others in AA that "anger is healthy and appropriate; it's what we 
do with this anger that can be dangerous." Now that she had been in recovery for twelve 
years, she was "very fearful of that oppression and anger - more than other people are." She 
still had to work on controlling her own "yelling-screaming" tendency and said that she was 
"often guilty of verbally abusing people still" — mostly her kids. Still, she felt that her own 
"anger and rage" were important because such strong feelings would not allow her to "ever be 
in an abusive relationship again." If men "say anything that I feel offended about, ... I get my 
back up and I just tell them." 
As for how she felt about anger in a classroom, Barb was sure that anything beyond a 
rational debate would shut her down and other folks as well: 
I can't leam in an environment where people are arguing and where there's anger. I 
suppose some arguing is good — if it's in a controlled setting. But people who have 
just been raised in an environment where they're yelly-screamy tend to be intimidated 
by arguing, and they go back into their fetal stuff and pull their walls in, because that's 
associated with fear and hurt. 
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Learning Experience during the Class 
Saturday. Barb came early to the class and established herself by the windows in her 
own reclining lawnchair. During the first couple of hours she appeared to be doing fine, but 
according to her journal and interview, her personal set of expectations and fears were creating 
inward feelings of anger. She came in feeling "overwhelmed" by schoolwork, and became 
angry when homework for that night was mentioned. Then she started feeling "threatened" 
because Tod apparently triggered some old anxieties in her: "He was just eating me up with 
his eyes and always interrupting me and looking in my book. She did tell him to back off ~ 
"nicely" -- and was relieved when the groups shifted so he had to move. Next she became 
mildly angry at James, who she felt had no concept of sexism despite his bragging, and then at 
Ms. Birch for "blowing her off" after a contribution, though she doubted that this anger was 
justified: "It was probably my own stuff: maybe I thought it needed more attention, so I 
figured she was rejecting me or something." Getting into a single-sex caucus helped smooth 
out the inner landscape — she enjoyed sharing stories with other women. 
After lunch Barb became upset from viewing the gallery on violence, and then reacted 
even more intensely to the video. She recorded feelings like "sadness and tears" and being 
"overwhelmed" -- which she later attributed to her post-traumatic stress disorder. In the 
women's caucus afterward she struggled within herself as to whether to disclose her own story 
of rape, and finally did so: 
This whole workshop is really sensitive for me because I'm a victim of numerous 
rapes. I live in constant fear. I was raped by my stepfather, several times during my 
career in alcohol and drugs, and by the father of my own children. I got raped by two 
men one night; I got away from them and was picked up by police. The police came 
to my house 4 or 5 times to get information, so that I felt like I was the bad one. 
Now I have post-traumatic stress disorder: nightmares, fears, unexplainable feelings of 
being overwhelmed. I live in a society where I feel like I don't trust most men. The 
whole white supremacy thing really pisses me off. 
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Her anger from the past was aroused all over again, but expressing it did not help because it 
did not get enough validation: "I think that I wanted more feedback and maybe I thought I 
should have more, and then part of me was really angry because I shared it. Then I said [to 
myself], "Oh, I shouldn't even bother." In her journal Barb now wrote "angry - I should not 
have shared my experiences and then 10 minutes later, "numb — I don't know what to share 
now." She explained that she just shut down for a while, "numb and... struggling with myself 
as to what else I wanted to share, and that must have been because there was something else 
going on in the room at that time that they were talking about." She recalled wondering 
whether or not people believed her but finally decided that she was angry at herself rather than 
the instructors, whose reactions she saw as more reasonable than her own: 
You can't really get angry at the facilitators and the group for not giving you the 
reaction you expected. I feel like in a way it was like violating myself again by even 
sharing this, because my mind starts thinking, "Nov/1 wonder what they're thinking 
about me, now I wonder if they think I'm making this up...." The other part of me 
will say, "Oh, put a sock in it!" I think the facilitators were fine... maybe they felt that 
it was such a very sensitive issue that by asking me any more might have been 
pressuring me or something.... 
She further invalidated her own feelings by comparing her anger to a child's reactions: "I 
think it was just one of those temper tantrum things that I experience from time to time. It 
was really like a little kid, I think that's all that one was." 
When the women began talking about how to be sexual despite sexism, she warmed 
up to the group again and shared that she had "learned to feel good about feeling feminine." 
But comfortable feelings were short lived; the men came back into the room and made her 
"anxious" all over again. She looked at them sitting around the room, and saw that all of them 
had their legs or arms crossed, and she said to herself, "Boy, they must be mad about 
something" and wondered what went on with them in their caucus group. 
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Barb contrasted her "childish" anger above with what she considered more valid anger 
she soon felt toward James for his emphasis on women's self defense. In her interview she 
explained this anger as justified based on outer reality as opposed to her own inner turmoil, 
and perhaps especially because it was further validated that Saturday night by her husband: 
I was getting pissed off, coming from my own experiences. I'm there saying, yeah, 
well this guy just doesn't know the fear that women feel, so it's easier for him to say 
(and my husband agrees) this thing about taking self-defense, which is all wonderful 
and good. But how many women do you know that can't afford to buy a loaf of 
bread, how are they gonna take self-defense? And there's probably more rapes and 
crimes committed in those types of environments than there are even on the upper 
class level -- a lot more serious domestic violence and all that stuff. It's not putting 
the focus where it belongs, on men being responsible. 
Barb did not express her anger at James, but "dealt with it in [her] head." Apparently she did 
not trust her anger or her ability to express it reasonably: 
I think at that point a lot of people were sharing and again I have to be really cautious 
of my own stuff that's coming out sometimes... When somebody like him says 
something I just want to go at him, [but] I don't want to dump all that anger on him, 
because that's not where it was.... 
In fact, later in the interview she lost faith in her judgment and turned the blame back on 
herself again for inserting her own background "stuff" into that situation. 
Angry as she felt toward the men, she soon became even angrier at the women. When 
the women caucused to plan the men's fishbowl Barb wrote in her journal that she strongly 
disagreed on creating an exercise where the men had to touch each other. In her interview she 
explained that intimidating and exploiting them would not encourage them to share their 
experiences, and also that as an oppressed person she opposed the idea of oppressing anyone 
else. Her feelings of respect and empathy for her husband seemed to enter strongly into her 
reactions to the activity: 
So what if my husband has more privileges - it's not his fault, and he does his very 
best to try to educate people about these things and treat women with respect. So I 
guess I was getting angry that they just kept focusing on It s because of all of them, 
so we're going to target them no matter what." 
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Unlike her anger on her own behalf, she felt no inner doubts about whether this anger on 
behalf of the men was justified. Barb vigorously protected the men's comfort level and felt 
proud of the way she put up a good fight for a worthy cause -- "I've always been rebellious 
from the norm, and I struggle against my peers all the time." 
Part of her anxiety around this activity came from her old fear of male anger and the 
possibility of retaliation: after the planning session she asked the instructors, "They're not 
going to get to ask us anything, right?" The planning activity was so "disagreeable" to her 
that she was very relieved when the class ended for the day. 
Sunday. By now Barb was thoroughly aroused on behalf of the men. She became 
angry right away at the women in her homework group because when James came in late, they 
wanted to skip presenting his show-and-tell to the class. According to Barb, they "were just 
going to blow him off" because he brought in a picture of a man in chains. She said that she 
used her anger "in a constructive way," and made sure he got his turn. After saving James, 
she went on to feel happy about the reception she got for her poem and enthusiastic over how 
much she felt she was learning at this point. Her poem was about a woman's need to look to 
a man for her self worth; ironically that was what she was doing. When her turn came to be 
in the fishbowl, she did not participate. In her interview she explained that she felt 
uncomfortable sharing in front of the men and felt that she had nothing important to say. My 
interpretation is that she had by now completely sold out on her gender group and didn't want 
to say anything that would make the men feel uncomfortable. 
Her discomfort only intensified when the men went into their fishbowl; she retreated to 
her lawnchair and went into emotional overload: "There was issues coming up, I can't even 
put a finger on what they were. Maybe it was some of my own stuff again that was coming 
up that I'm not even aware of." Since she felt powerless to stop the exercise, it might be safe 
280 
to hypothesize that anger was not a possible feeling at that point. In her journal she wrote 
"empathy" and then "anxious to have so much homework," and explained: 
I think my mind started drifting off because it was trying to reject what was 
happening, and I think that was my body's way of tuning out from that sort of 
whatever it was, fear, anger, or whatever it was, because my body's good at doing that 
now.... My mind was just trying to run away from me, rather than run out the door. 
...I was ready to leave because they were doing it to the men. I didn't, I just sat there. 
When the women went into their caucus she got angry: she wrote "angry — for trying 
to make the men the target group," and she expressed her anger to the other women several 
times, pushing them to debate the process rather than the content. In fact. Barb never even 
heard the men in the fishbowl, so the content that the women were discussing was irrelevant to 
her. Her urgent need to support good men was all that mattered. She now criticized the 
women for "blaming" and taking out their "anger" on this group of innocents — or even 
blaming men at all: 
I felt really uncomfortable, like a lot of anger was coming out from women onto those 
men, and in my experience none of them have been the type to be oppressors. I felt 
like we were blaming them. If I'd been targeted in a group like that, I would have 
left I've experienced oppression, and now I'm in a non-gender-role relationship. And 
I'm in the recovery 12-step process — there's many men in those groups and we share 
a lot of deep and important stuff. There's a lot of men who go out of their way to 
treat us as equals and stick up for our rights, but it must feel like they're targeted for 
just being white males. 
In her interview she described this anger as very intense: 
I was smoking. I was furious, I was like, phew! Definitely, that was the thing of the 
whole class that just blew me right out of the water!" "When I was telling them, I 
wanted to leave again, because I wanted to tell them a thing or two and I didn't dare. 
Like, "'How could you do this to other human beings?" 
She was completely closed to the facilitators' distinction between "blaming" the men and 
"holding them accountable," even though now, in retrospect, she understood their point of 
view: "I didn't agree with what they were saying, even though it made perfectly good sense, 
and I think that probably I tuned out what they were saying, because I didn't hear them." 
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Even later, at the time of her interview, she still felt that the men were the victims of 
misplaced, unjustified women's anger. 
After lunch Barb volunteered to talk about her anger. Angry as she was, she did not 
make any direct accusations against the women or the instructors: 
I've had anger at different men in my life, but I was very angry at the way the men 
were being targeted, because being oppressed myself (and maybe this is caring or 
nurturing or whatever) but to me the majority of men in this room are pretty decent 
and civilized and shouldn't have to sit there and put up with that. But I was maybe 
more angry at the fact that I'd like some different gentlemen to be up there and 
experiencing the oppression we have to go through. 
In her interview she said that expressing her feelings to the whole class helped her to take a 
stand against oppression - but, ironically, it was a stand against oppressing men: 
I was anxious because I had to tell the facilitators, but I think I was also feeling 
anxious for fear of being rejected by my female peers. Because it's often easier to go 
along with whatever the norm is than to say, "I don't like this, and what you're doing 
is not right," which is why a lot of oppression stays the way it is. And I think that this 
was a lot of growth in regards to fighting oppression for me, because I didn't choose to 
shut my mouth, even though I felt uncomfortable. 
When the men started to express their anger, Barb's anxiety turned into "fear." She 
wrote in her journal that "this discussion is making me sick," and explained that hearing "how 
the men felt... was just making me nauseated": 
I didn't like the issues it was bringing up in myself, and that whole scenario was 
making me very uncomfortable. I think it was actually physically making a knot in 
my stomach and I was really uncomfortable, probably angry too.... I was relieved 
when somebody said, "I want to just get on with it." 
Her role as protector of the men was validated and rewarded by James, who expressed 
appreciation for her concern. She was soon "enthused" to learn again even though, in 
retrospect, she felt the issues were inadequately dealt with. 
Sunday afternoon during the role plays. Barb got angry yet a couple more times. One 
seemed to be caused by her post-traumatic stress syndrome again: when Tod used a word 
from her teen years ("pussywhipped") and did so in a way she interpreted as "talking to me 
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with his eyes," she became furious and "wanted to smack him." (She did not.) She also 
became unaccountably angry when it was her turn to make a sexist remark: she started making 
derogatory remarks about a fat woman in a mini skirt, and when her partner stopped her, she 
felt her face get red with anger. It may well be that this instance of anger brought about an 
important learning for her, because in her interview she said she became aware during the 
class of her own "prejudices against big women, or scrawny women - just trying not to 
categorize people and use those stereotypes, and I don't think I was as aware of that before 
the weekend." 
In the final group role play, she initially felt very uncomfortable because Mr. Smith 
brought up her old feelings of mistrust and sexual intimidation, but she was able to overcome 
these feelings that she knew were entirely her "own stuff" and stand up to him in the sexist 
scenario. By now she was apparently feeling empowered in her ability to take a stand despite 
her anxieties; she concluded at the end of the afternoon that "this was a good workshop." 
Important Learning 
At the beginning and end of her interview, Barb said that she enjoyed "the whole 
workshop," that the instructors all did a great job, and that she "learned so much from it that 
[she] couldn't say anything bad about it." Learnings she talked about were the statistics on 
violence against women, sexism in the media, and how "you can still be oppressed by men, 
even if you're not in [abusive] relationships." She wanted to be more proactive about 
changing her own prejudices and educating other women about "the stereotyping that goes on 
within our gender." On the developmental scale, she said she had been in passive and active 
resistance before the class, and also working on redefining herself as a woman in her own 
terms; she felt the weekend strengthened her in active resistance and redefinition. 
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To the researcher the amount of learning seems less clear. Though she seemed to have 
gained some insights, it seemed likely that the class encouraged her to focus on men and side 
with them rather than women - and even reinforced her skills in protecting them. She felt 
that she "saw a lot of growth in myself this weekend, because I used to live more for what a 
man wanted me to be: I needed a man to help me identify who I was, my importance in life 
and everything, and I don't need all that any more." But this did not seem to be the case at 
all. Significantly, the action she planned as a follow-up to this class was to join a Washington 
protest on behalf of a Native American man — not a woman. Furthermore, her attitude toward 
feminism seemed as tentative as before and sounded like the typical response women like to 
give who think feminists are male-bashers ("I'm not a feminist; I'm a humanist."): "I'm 
becoming more and more of a feminist, I guess, and advocate for the rights not only of all 
women, but of all people...." Perhaps the men's fishbowl activity made her more afraid than 
ever of identifying with feminists. She was convinced that it had done so for the men: 
I really don't think that a lot of learning can take place for those males. Some of them 
probably left there with revenge on their minds thinking that all women are man haters 
— who knows what impact it had on each one of them individually, rather than 
teaching them something. 
Strangely, by the end of her interview Barb no longer felt the men's fishbowl was that 
big a deal, and didn't even seem to recall feeling much anger: "I suppose there was a few 
times when I got a little angry, like with that thing that James said about self-defense. I think 
the thing I got angry the most was that guy always trying to look at my paper, and the men 
being targeted." She felt the other women, like Nora, "were "maybe feeling a lot more anger" 
than she was because she had already worked through a lot of her own issues through AA. 
The Paper and a Few Conclusions 
In her paper Barb returned to her view that the fishbowl exercise was harmful to the 
men and that she had done well in condemning it: 
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I think getting the men to share about their thoughts and experiences would have been 
easier if they were treated with more respect. This was frowned upon as playing a 
care-taking role,... so it was not encouraged by the rest of the women.... I am glad 
that I usually go against the norm of most groups, because I do not knowingly justify 
any oppression. 
Obviously her need to protect the men prevented her from learning anything from the content 
of the activity -- they did share their thoughts and experiences in the fishbowl, but she didn't 
hear it. Interestingly, she now turned the blame for how upsetting it was back onto herself, 
rather than blaming the other women for wanting to vent their anger on the men, or on the 
instructors for allowing it in the first place: "When the men were being the target group, I had 
all I could do to sit there. I came very close to leaving the room. I am sure this is because of 
a lot of my own anger and rage towards men, that I have not worked through yet" 
Barb attributed her major learning to the gender box activity: 
In the box exercise... it was amazing to see that most of the stereotypes for men were 
positive and the stereotypes for women were negative. The positive stereotypes 
encourage men to be independent and women to be dependent. My reaction will be to 
break out of the box and the norm of gender roles. I will interrupt the behavior... I 
will have empathy and understanding for women. 
Unfortunately, her resolve about feeling better toward women appeared somewhat 
questionable, since she still regretted her "decision to share with these women" because she did 
"not think many of these women realize the seriousness of being raped or molested." She 
wrote that the class empowered her as a woman: " I no longer allow myself to be a slave, a 
sex object or a piece of trash.... I am now a valued human being, a woman with worthy 
feelings. I now have self-esteem, self-worth and I can live my life for me." But these were 
AA learnings she was already working on before the class. 
Barb's tendency still seemed to be to mistrust her own anger toward men, to devalue 
her feelings, and value and protect men rather than women. Furthermore, her feelings toward 
her husband seemed to strongly influence her learning experience in mixed company. Though 
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she felt anger toward men, she never expressed it so they could hear it; the only anger she 
expressed during the weekend was directed toward women — especially once the women 
started planning to "oppress" the men. It seems significant that a couple days after the 
weekend she couldn't bring herself to use her anger against an intrusive man in the grocery 
store, like she would have before the weekend. Could it be that so much empathy with 
"victimized" men, targeted by "angry" women over the weekend, made her more sympathetic 
to men in general and more wary of her own anger? Could she have made more progress 
during the weekend in learning to value herself and women if she hadn't had to put so much 
energy into protecting the men and feeling angry at the women? 
Hillary: "Cry Me a River, Mr. Segal-Evans!" 
Background 
A pleasant and forthright 22-year old education major, with many rings on her fingers, 
Hillary was taking time off from her last year in college, working full-time at a mall in 
customer service while she tried to decide what to do with her life. Her background was a 
European mixture; her parents split up when she was little and she was raised by her mother in 
a small, woodsy lakeside community. She had no religious affiliation, and was currently 
shifting away from her mother's liberal, pro-choice political views." She said that she could 
get pretty quiet around people she didn't know, but that she liked to be with people too. She 
loved children and animals, but hated her customer service job at the mall. 
Gender Socialization: Attitudes toward Sexism 
Hillary's mom was not the kind to bake cookies ~ she had been an active feminist, a 
welder, a corrections officer, and still rode a Harley. As a kid, Hillary used to be very 
embarrassed about her, but now she thought she was "great -- very independent." 
Consequently, Hillary said she was not "brought up to be some passive little girl" but "more 
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androgynous than anything." She played outside a lot, she liked both shop and home 
economics, and she wanted to be a rich lawyer or doctor. Hillary thought she was very much 
like her mother in attitudes and temperament, and hoped to get to be as strong and confident 
in herself. She never saw her father much and did not want to take after him, as she 
considered him a very weak and passive person. She was also pretty sure he was an unhappy 
person; by contrast, she felt that she and her mother were basically satisfied with their lives. 
Hillary had some ideas about gender differences that seemed based on homophobia. 
She used gay-bashing terms to describe men who wear makeup or dress too effeminately, and 
was prejudiced against leaving children with a man in daycare. If anything, she seemed 
cynical about gender roles: she would like to be the one to stay home with the kids so she 
could "sleep" while her husband went off to work, and would love to see a woman President, 
but was sure it couldn't happen for at least another fifty years because "we need a white male 
up there to tell everybody what to do or else nobody's gonna listen to it." 
The sexism class was part of a requirement, and she was afraid it might be "a lot of 
nit-picking" about things like using his/her. She had the same views on sexism as the other 
women, and was familiar with the negative stereotyping that a feminist "is some lesbian who 
is out to change the world and hates men" — but she knew that wasn't true since her mother 
was a strong feminist. Nevertheless, she said she would only take feminist action on her own 
behalf, not as part of an activist group. 
Areas of Inner Conflict/Potential Learning 
Hillary seemed to be a daughter rebelling against her mother's liberal, feminist ways (a 
common phenomenon in this generation). She seemed proud that she had never taken any 
women's studies courses, and was upfront in her derogatory attitude toward gays and lesbians. 
She had plenty of room for expanding her consciousness, but zero motivation to do so: 
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I think that it will get better, because I don't think that women are gonna sit back and 
let it keep happening to them. It doesn't affect me on a day to day basis, so I don't 
really think about it that often. I mean, it might affect me indirectly, but I don't really 
notice, or subtleties, even, that I'm so used to that I don't even think about any more. 
Views and Personal Background on Anger 
Hillary's view on anger was that "if people didn't get angry, they would probably 
explode," but that it was necessary to "come up with some kind of constructive way to deal 
with it": "If you're angry about a situation, and start throwing things around, that's not going 
to do any good" She felt that society tries to restrict women in their expression of anger, but 
that she had never let herself be restricted (a typical individual-can-overcome-all stance): 
I think a lot of people look at women and want them to be really passive, and men 
don't expect them to get angry. And [if] she gets angry all the time and she's 
aggressive, well she must be a dyke. I can only be pushed so far, and then I'm just 
gonna explode if I don't start yelling at somebody. So I don't think that really affects 
me. Because if I'm angry, people will know about it. 
Growing up, Hillary and her mother argued and had "absolute screaming matches" a lot, but 
they lived next door to and had to help a family whose anger was expressed in violence, so 
Hillary always knew that "anger and violence weren't the same; anger was acceptable, violence 
wasn't." She seemed to like getting angry: "If someone calls me a bitch, I'm just like, 'I am a 
bitch! Stay away from me!'" If she got really angry, she might "throw a temper tantrum," 
which she said was fun — throwing things around the room, slamming doors, and so forth. 
However, depending on the situation, she avoided arguments and other people's melees, and 
she did not like to argue herself because she felt she couldn't express herself well when upset. 
Learning Experience during the Class 
Saturday. Hillary started off "annoyed." She had been in two other classes with Tod 
and was by now very impatient with his rambling, so she was glad when the groundrule about 
airtime was put forth. She never expressed her annoyance because she felt it was his nature 
and she couldn't change that. Then she became "annoyed" again when a man's outline was 
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used for the groundrules instead of a woman's, and did express this later in the women's 
caucus, pointing out that such an exercise felt too embarrassing for her as a woman. 
Hillary started making some connections during the all-group discussion of the gender 
boxes. She realized with "astonishment" that "things in the box for men encourage them to be 
independent; things in the box for women encourage them to be dependent" and said as much 
to the class. In her interview, though, she commented that she didn't think this had affected 
her personally since her mother was so independent and brought her up differently than most 
people. She wrote in her journal that she realized she felt more comfortable talking once the 
men left the room. During the women's caucus she had another revelation - that women are 
not supposed to take up space in any way. 
Her learning intensified after lunch when she became more emotionally involved. She 
was very upset by the gallery on violence, and wrote in her journal, "angry/sad — Look at 
what men have done to these women! It's so difficult to look at and learn about." She did 
express her feelings during the check-ins. In her interview she said that even though her 
mother had worked for a battered women's shelter and taken her on candlelight vigils, she 
never made the connection until now between violence against women and sexism. The video 
upset and saddened her further, and then she reported feeling "pissed off" during the women's 
caucus afterward when Barb shared her story of surviving multiple rapes. She was shocked 
and upset by the story, but didn't express her feelings because she felt too uncomfortable 
responding to something so personal — "the facilitators didn't even know what to say." During 
the all-group discussion she registered feeling upset over the "unfair" loss of freedom that she 
as a woman must experience due to fear of violence, and then "surprise" that the men don't 
experience these fears. In her interview she said that this was a "big turning point" for her in 
learning about sexism. 
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Anger came up for her again during this discussion, but it was directed toward Ms. 
Almy in defense of James, and it was what stood out in her memory when asked at the 
beginning of the interview if she recalled any anger. She seemed to have completely 
contradictory feelings about James, but not about Ms. Almy, for whom she had only negative 
feelings. Was this because of her negative attitude toward lesbians and lesbian feminists? 
I did feel a little angry when James, Mr. Perfect (that's how he was acting the whole 
weekend - "You're not going to put me in this category, because I'm not like that.") 
brought up that women should learn self-defense. I agree with that; I think everybody 
should know how to defend themselves. And I was kind of ticked off at [Ms. Almy] 
because he was just giving his opinion and she jumped down his throat. I mean I 
believe him when he says "I'm not sexist." I don't think he would have been trying to 
defend himself so much if he were, and for her to get so mad at him was beyond me. 
In her interview Hillary reported having mixed feelings about the planning session for 
the men's fishbowl: 
I was just like, what do you mean, what are we going to do to them? I thought it was 
a really good idea that they had to sit like a lady. But I had never done a fishbowl 
before, so I didn't really know exactly what it was going to be like. I was confused 
when we first started it, and then I kind of thought that it was a little stupid, too. 
She contributed, but mainly she couldn't get over Tod's not knowing if his wife felt afraid of 
violence by men. She went out to her car and found her boyfriend there, "and I was like, 'I 
just have to ask you this.' It was in my head from the moment [Tod] said it, so I think that's 
still what I was thinking about... it's just, what the hell?" She was exhausted and had a 
headache, and went to bed early. 
Sunday. Sunday morning Hillary did not become very engaged until she took part in 
the women's fishbowl and contributed her experiences and opinions on fear of violence — how 
she herself was afraid of sleeping in a house alone at night, and how her mother made her 
bring mace to college. She still reported no feelings beyond interest until the men s fishbowl, 
when she noted feeling "frustration - the men are misconstruing the meaning of being an 
agent. They seem to think [it] is almost the same as being overtly sexist." This frustration 
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quickly turned to "anger" over the men's responses to the idea of not going to strip clubs any 
more. This was the other main anger episode she recalled from the weekend. She was angry 
thinking that most of them lied when they said they wouldn't do it again, but she was 
especially angered by Tod's honestly saying that he would: 
After they left I was angry, because I actually said, "Well I don't even care if they 
come back in here then. Why are they even taking this if they're not even going to 
change their behavior after they've learned something?" I was just like, this is a waste 
of time. I'm really surprised we got an honest answer about it. I mean I probably 
would have felt better if he'd lied! I want to slap some sense into him! 
In the women's caucus after the men's fishbowl, she expressed her anger: "I was 
getting really pissed off when he was saying, 'Well, I can't make any promises.' It's like, 
Hellooo! He's learned all this valuable information at the workshop and he's not even gonna 
use it?!" In her interview, she expressed the men's response in more graphic terms as — "a big 
slap in the face": "It was like, okay, well, I'll come listen to all your problems for 16 hours in 
two days but I just can't make any guarantees. I just couldn't believe it, it was like, Hellooo! 
Wake up!" Venting her anger in the women's caucus made her feel better, but she never 
expressed her anger to the men because when the men rejoined the women and the instructors 
said the men wanted to "talk about their anger," that made her even angrier: 
I just thought that was so ridiculous, I really did! It was like, you're gonna sit in this 
group for 20 minutes and do what we said; you know, there's really nothing to get 
angry about. I'm sure they felt uncomfortable, but -- too bad! That was my whole 
thing: I really didn't care how they felt, I really didn't. I think after Tod said that, I 
was like, whatever! Just let the rest of the day go! I couldn't believe it! 
It is interesting that the fact that the men were apparently not learning anything turned her off 
so much. Since she decided they were a lost cause, she pretty much tuned out for the rest of 
the day: "I didn't want to hear about their problems, is basically what it was. Whatever 
problem they had, they'll deal with it. I didn't want to think about it then: 'Discuss it amongst 
yourselves.!' I don't think I said anything at all after that." 
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Important Learning 
From her journal it would seem that Hillary's major learning was the connection 
between violence against women and sexism: "It wasn't until yesterday that I realized that it's 
women who experience these things. And who are these women, including myself, afraid of? 
Men!" In her interview she said the class was, of the three she had taken, "by far the best... 
[probably] because it was more about me." She liked the small group discussions and the 
men s fishbowl activity; she felt that she learned a lot from both the woman facilitators, as 
well as from Nora and Kim. And though she "couldn't name anything specific" she "felt like 
[she] just learned something colossal... [she'd] never even thought about before." She then 
pinpointed the major learning to Tod revealing his ignorance about the fear women feel 
(interestingly, expressing it in violent terms): It slapped me in the face, almost knocked me 
over! I was like, you gotta be kidding me!" However, she was just as noncommittal about 
feminism and feminists and still thought some feminists "do take things to extremes" - though 
interestingly, she did not feel that this went on during the weekend: "I'm sure some of the men 
felt like that, but I just thought everybody was being really honest." 
Hillary felt the developmental model was "silly" for trying to put people "in little 
boxes." She felt she was basically the same as before the weekend -- probably somewhere in 
"resistance," since she didn't let men call women "chicks" around her before and still wouldn't. 
The Paper and a Few Conclusions 
Hillary's paper confirmed that her anger toward the men formed an important part of 
her learning experience: 
Some of my thoughts and reactions to the workshop really surprised me. I didn't think 
that I would be angry during the weekend but, to my surprise, I left the workshop 
angry both days. I also didn't really expect to learn anything new but again I was 
mistaken. I also thought that I wanted to be in a group that consisted of both men and 
women for the workshop, but during day two I realized that the men weren't helping to 
solve any problems and I didn't really care that they were there. 
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I also learned how naive I am. Before this workshop I thought that all people 
were afraid or at least concerned about walking alone at night... because of being 
attacked. Well my eyes were opened wide when a male in the classroom said that he 
was going to go home and ask his wife if she was ever afraid of being attacked. It 
was as if he had no idea. Now that I think about it, maybe it is not me who is so 
naive but him. 
Her anger toward the men in the class had spread outward to men in general by the time she 
wrote her paper -- the section on the required readings was written in a very angry, 
exclamatory style: 
Oh shut up, Mr. Segal-Evans, cry me a river, I don't care. Who does this guy think he 
is? Men have been oppressing women for centuries and this guy is trying to tell 
everyone how he is a victim and that he has "paid a price." Give me a break. Mr. 
Segal-Evans is looking for sympathy for being a man in power, that is ludicrous!... 
Men whine about being expected to be masculine and say that it is not fair that they 
aren't supposed to show their feelings. Well, in my opinion, that's just too bad. Men 
are the ones who made the rules to begin with. 
Her anger seemed to play a role in sparking some important connections between her personal 
experience and feelings, and mens' and women's experience in general. Furthermore, the anger 
seemed to act as a fuse for heightened motivation: 
I will definitely think and act differently after this workshop. I will not tolerate sexist 
comments and/or behaviors at all. There is no reason for me to tolerate or even accept 
them. Also, when I get married my fiancee will not be having a bachelor party or 
even have the mindset to think about having one! 
Unfortunately, despite this progress, her homophobia remained strong: "The major cost of 
addressing the problem of sexism is that people might call you a man-hater, a lesbian, and 
other derogatory remarks." 
Joanne: "RiotGrrl" 
Background 
A very natural, very forthright 19-year-old with a long pigtail, Joanne took a year off 
after highschool and was very conscious of being older than other first-year students. Her 
parents were of German and English descent; the family was not religious, and her political 
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views reflected her mother's liberal Democratic leaning rather than her father's more 
conservative bias. Joanne's brother was a politically active environmentalist, and she herself 
was politically active in pro-choice and other women's issues. Her family was quite close, 
though she had only recently started relating well to her older brother. She described herself 
as strong in acting on her beliefs; otherwise creative, sensitive to others, and perhaps more 
affected by things than most people. 
Gender Socialization: Attitudes toward Sexism 
Joanne and her brother shared the chores equally, but she had the Barbie doll 
collection and he the Star Wars collection, and later on she was restricted more than he was in 
dating. In school she said there were definite gender divisions around sports versus "frolicking 
or whatever," and in high school "the sciences were more like for the guys." Joanne wanted to 
be a social worker or "something helping other people" when she grew up. She did not want 
to be like her mother, who jumped from high school into having a family and was now 
unhappy in her nursery school job. On the other hand, she admired her mother for being 
"definitely pro-women's issues" and a wonderful person. She wanted to be a "caring" person 
like both her parents, but had been told that she was "negative" like her father — though she 
tried not to be. She thought that her parents were happy together, and had a "transitional" as 
opposed to either a traditional or a totally equal domestic partnership. Her father always 
encouraged her to be strong and not to let people put her down because she was a girl, but she 
had noticed to her dismay that "he doesn't take the women he works with seriously." 
A women's studies major, Joanne was so sensitized to sexism in the media that she 
couldn't even watch TV any more because it upset her too much. She was an enthusiastic 
member of a politically active (and implicitly angry) group called "Riot Grrl." Not 
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surprisingly, she had a "hard time" with people who say they believe in women's rights but are 
"too afraid to call themselves feminists." 
Areas of Inner Conflict/Potential Learning 
Joanne seemed to have little if any inner conflict around sexism. Her parents had 
taught her to stand up for her values, and she had a clear idea of what those values were. 
Potential learning would probably be in broadening her knowledge, honing her skills and 
learning more about herself. 
Views and Personal Background on Anger 
Joanne's view on anger sounded as though it had been colored by the gender box 
activity: "Before this year I used to think that anger is bad, especially for a girl or woman,. 
Like you shouldn't be angry — you should just hide your true feelings." Whatever the case, 
her current view was that "anger is really important and it's really good to be angry because, I 
mean, there's just so much to be angry about, and you just can't let it slide." Did she learn 
this from the class? It seemed as though she might have, because she explained her theory by 
talking about using her anger in the week following the class: 
Even the past week when I've really kind of lashed out at people, they're like, "Why 
are you so angry? That's bad — you shouldn't be like that." And it's like, well, that's 
what I'm feeling, so that's how I'm gonna act, and I'm not going to pretend that I'm not 
angry because that's the feeling that I have. So I think it's really important to be angry 
and to show your anger. 
She said that she took after both her parents in dealing with anger. While her father "just shut 
down" and "would leave and take a walk or something," she and her mother "used to scream," 
so she could react either way: 
I always feel much better after I scream and yell [laughs], but sometimes it's not really 
the right place to do that. Sometimes it's better just to let things go, take a step back 
and reevaluate what I'm feeling - kind of organize it and figure out why I'm so upset. 
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However, reflecting on her anger experiences during the class, she gave a different view of 
herself: "Whenever I get angry, I kind of just shut down and like then I'm just raging in my 
mind and I don't usually like let my feelings out, and so that's what I've been doing this past 
week [expressing the anger]." 
Joanne said she was not an angry person on the whole, but lately found herself getting 
angry a lot over diversity issues. She found this uncomfortable but constructive: 
With the anger that I've been feeling lately, I'm not really enjoying it, but it's kind of 
empowering to feel this anger and realize that I don't have to be quiet about it any 
more. After a while, if you're feeling angry you just kind of get stressed out and 
you're just like, aaaagh! Like, everything is just getting to me, what's wrong? 
To illustrate, she related an incident of lashing out in anger on behalf of a gay friend: 
I just started to scream... and I don't even remember what I said, I said it so quickly 
and I was so angry and I felt so good after it. I don't know if it was really helpful to 
the situation, but S. was just so happy that I like stood up for him, because he didn't 
feel that he could do it on his own. 
She said she enjoyed debating and arguing, but only with people she knows, and she 
was not sure how she would react to being around other people's anger — though it did not 
seem to bother her in the weekend class. Despite the new feeling of power in her new use of 
anger, she did not seem to be using it as a defensive shield. She felt that if someone became 
angry at her, her own discomfort would make her listen and examine her behavior: 
That makes me uncomfortable. I don't like being put on the defensive, so I 
automatically feel like, oh my god, what did I do. I think basically Ill just listen to 
what they have to say, and then hopefully try to resolve why they're angry at me. 
Learning Experience during the Class 
Saturday. Joanne was very excited about the class Friday, but overslept and arrived 
late. She decided right away that people were tired and that there was no energy." Her 
journal recorded mainly feelings of boredom and restlessness during the prolonged groundrule 
activity, though at one point she became very annoyed at James for saying that he didn't need 
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to be taking the class because he already knew all he needed to know about sexism. "Well, he 
doesn't know me\" she wrote. In her interview she added, 
After thinking back on it, I know that I was angry, but because it was only thirty 
minutes into the thing, I was just annoyed, like I wasn't really gonna let it get to me 
that much, because, there had to be another chance. I didn't want to be like, arghh! for 
the rest of the thing. I just kept it inside, I didn't say anything. I let go of it for the 
time being, but I definitely didn't forget about it. 
She seemed tired and even sullen, and remained silent all morning, but actually she wrote in 
her journal that she was very interested in the gender box activity findings, and also interested 
in the women's caucus discussion of "reclaiming words like bitch, dyke, femi-nazi, etc." Ms. 
Almy finally called on her during the women's caucus to get her input; Joanne felt bad 
because she realized that she had been intent on listening and hadn't spoken at all, so she made 
some appreciative remarks and told Diana that she identified with reclaiming words: "if 
somebody calls me bitch, that's O.K." Joanne ate lunch with Nora and Kim and felt very 
inspired by their anger: "They were really angry. They were like, 'I can't believe that I've 
been like suppressing my anger for so long!' And we were all like, 'Yeah, why are we?' It 
was just really, really good." 
After lunch she shared that she was "really upset" by the gallery on violence. It 
turned out that she was not only very upset by the display, but even more upset and angry 
over some people's inadequate reactions -- they seemed to "just breeze thru the display." She 
recorded that she was "extremely pissed" to be sitting between two men who were "talking 
about their cars." In the interview she said that her personal experience made her more 
sensitive to the display so that she was near to crying, and she struggled inwardly over how 
much she should say to the class: 
I thought I really wanted to say something, like that I was upset over how a lot of 
people didn't really give it much time or thought, but I thought I was going to cry or 
something. I felt really upset and I just didn't think that I should, although now I kind 
of wish that I did 
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During the video she recorded that she was angry that it was so "tame" - "It left me 
feeling very dissatisfied. I wanted something that made more of a statement." In the women's 
caucus, when Ms. Almy expressed anger over having to feel so much fear, Joanne agreed: 
"I'm really angry. We're told not to walk alone, not to do this or that. Yet men aren't told not 
to rape us. The focus shouldn't be on our behavior, but on theirs." After this expression of 
anger, she calmed down and felt "content and peaceful" listening to views on leg hair and 
makeup. This didn't last long - when the men joined the women and James gave his plug for 
self defense, she registered anger in her journal again, and wrote in angry all-caps: "I am sick 
and tired of people saying 'Don't go out alone, etc.' What about the men ~ what messages are 
we giving them?... Let's start putting the responsibility on the men!" However, she said 
nothing, because no one had really responded to her earlier remark on this subject, so it felt 
useless. It is not surprising that Joanne enjoyed the planning session for the men's fishbowl — 
she wrote, "It cooled me down a lot. I needed to laugh!" However, she ended the day feeling 
"sad, angry, blah" over all the loose ends, hoping the next day would be better. 
Sunday. Her journal started right off with anger. Joanne brought in a collage of 
women as sex objects, but became "annoyed/angry" when Tod "passed over what I said and 
then took over the group — and no one else in the group seemed to care." Of this anger 
episode she said: 
I was so upset. Now that I think back at it, I really wish that I said something, 
but I didn't want to start anything. I don't know if he really put me or the other girls 
down, but he seemed condescending the way that he was talking to us. Then he was 
talking for twenty minutes it seemed like. 
When Ms. Birch confronted him and it did no good, Joanne shut down: 
I didn't even want to participate after listening to him for all that time, and I think the 
other girls in the group thought the facilitator was out of place by telling him to let 
everyone else speak. Like when we were writing down the sexism definition, he 
would say it, and then it was written down, and we didn't really discuss it or anything, 
so I just sat back and didn't say anything. I wanted to say something but I just didn't 
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feel comfortable doing it, because then everyone would be like, "What's wrong with 
her? Like why is she like freaking out over this?" 
In the interview she reported feeling "dissatisfied" with the women's fishbowl, which 
she thought was "kind of lame": "I was hoping to get more anger and emotion into it - I 
thought that would have been really good for the men to see." Then she was 
"bored/dissatisfied" with the men's fishbowl because only a few of them spoke and she wasn't 
sure if they were being honest. In her interview, though, she said she also enjoyed it: "I 
should have added that I thought it was really fun to sit there and watch them squirm. I 
thought some of them felt really uncomfortable - you could tell by the way they were sitting." 
She then became "interested and motivated" (but not angry, even though she sounded 
animated enough to be angry) during the women's caucus discussion and wanted to make sure 
the women like Barb heard her point of view: "I didn't feel badly at all. Whether or not the 
men a're going to give up their privilege, they're agents, and that's the bottom line." 
Joanne was feeling good about the weekend when she went to lunch - "I thought 
things were coming together for me with the class and my feelings." She explained that she 
had "a feeling of coming to terms with my anger and also [with my] feelings of 
disappointment with the other women with them not being able to, well, I don't know, I 
shouldn't like judge.... " This "peacefulness" was shortlived because she made the mistake of 
sitting with the 'out-group' for a while and had to listen to them "bash other people in the class 
and make homophobic comments." She became extremely angry all over again, and on top of 
that got "pissed" at herself for feeling too uncomfortable to say anything to them. 
I was at the point where I really didn't care like what they thought about it, because 
the second day was the best day for me, but it is kind of upsetting to think that 
anything people said in that class they probably really didn't care about. And if people 
were actually really getting into it and spilling their guts or whatever, [these three] 
wouldn't even care. So that was kind of upsetting. 
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Her journal recorded that the anger escalated to "outrage" during the check-ins after 
lunch, when James talked about his anger and then he and the other men "pouted": "I was just 
steaming, I couldn't even believe he [could be upset over 20-40 minutes in a fishbowl." When 
her turn came, she expressed her anger and then felt "at peace with myself." 
Not to beat the fishbowl into the ground I do feel sorry for the men for having to go 
through that, but I don't feel sorry. I'm glad they had to see what we go through. 
You men have privilege and until you decide to give up that privilege, things are 
going to stay the same. 
As she explained in her interview, "Even if it wasn't constructive necessarily to the other 
people there, I felt much better expressing it. And I think it was good for the men to hear it. 
I don't know like what their reactions were or anything, but I thought that they needed to hear 
what I had to say." The job done, she "relaxed" during the instructor presentations, and felt 
motivated by the group role plays, and ended the weekend feeling "re-energized." 
Important Learning 
Joanne did not learn many new facts, but she did gain new motivation from the 
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weekend. On the action mural, she wrote "Fuck shit up!" and explained this vow as a new 
resolve "not to sit back and just accept things that are going on, [but] to get active and deal 
with them." Her main learning for the weekend (and she said this at the beginning of the 
interview, before the researcher brought up the topic of anger) was around anger: 
I learned that I do have a lot of anger. I've learned that before about myself, but I 
think this weekend really kind of put it into perspective for me — just anger at mostly 
men's attitudes. In the past week I've even acted more on my anger. I've decided that 
I'm just not going to hide it any more, because it's not helping me out. I think I really 
need to say more of what's on my mind and how I feel about what people say and I 
think I need to do that for myself. So I think even in the past week I've changed my 
behavior in dealing with people. 
Joanne felt that the anger that came up in the class was constructive to the learning process, 
because just hearing that anger like makes you just realize how important the topic is. 
Like to see other people hurting, I think is good for the women in the class and even. 
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like me expressing my anger, feeling the anger, it just tells you how it's built into us -- 
like if we're not going to be angry about it, then there has to be something wrong. 
She felt that she was going back and forth between active resistance and redefinition, and that 
the class boosted her energy in both. 
The Paper and a Few Conclusions 
By the time she wrote her paper, Joanne's thinking around expressing anger had firmed 
up even more (possibly due in part to talking it through in the second interview). 
Taking this workshop... helped me realize that, although I am actively involved in 
fighting sexism, I need to use my voice more. It took me a while to speak out at the 
workshop, but when I finally did I felt so much better. I realized that if I keep my 
angry feelings inside, people won't know how I am feeling, and therefore it gives 
approval to people's sexist behavior. 
All in all, I found the workshop to be very good for me. I felt re-energized by the 
end of the last day, and I was ready to confront the world.... I made a promise to 
myself to interrupt whenever possible. It's so much better for me to let loose and tell 
people how I really feel than it is to pretend that it doesn't bother me. That way I'm 
not letting their words or actions take its toll on my self-esteem/self-image. 
In her paper, Joanne's refueled anger came across loud and clear, whether she was recalling the 
men's statements from the class or commenting on the required reading articles. She also 
wrote angrily about her experience as a woman trying to express her anger on behalf of 
women's issues: "It... pisses me off that as soon as I call myself a feminist, people will 
automatically dismiss me and anything that I have to say." 
Maureen Throws out the Book of Rules 
Background 
Maureen was a very friendly, feisty, and talkative 39-year-old single parent with a 14- 
year old son. She was proud of the fact that she never married, but chose to raise her child on 
her own. When her son was four years old, she left a successful career in computers to take 
lower paying jobs that would enable her to spend more time with him. She loved working 
with kids and was currently working on certification to teach middle school English. All her 
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grandparents emigrated from Ireland; she was the oldest of six in a wide-spread but close 
family. Her Catholic faith was an integral part of her life, and she was also active in politics 
— a liberal who used to vote independent but was now registered as a Democrat. 
Gender Socialization; Attitudes toward Sexism 
Maureen described her mother as "a terrible sexist" who ran the house with a 
vengeance so that her husband and two sons didn't have to do anything. Maureen felt that 
"when you have mothers that live inside the house and that's the only place they are, they 
become tyrannical...." The four daughters envied the sons, but there was "no pleasure" in the 
difference for the sons either, as they were rendered "helpless" by the overzealous mom. 
Growing up, Maureen did not feel any limitations in school due to gender, but she and her 
sisters got domestic items like miniature ironing boards and kitchen sinks for Christmas, and 
their academic achievements were overlooked at home in favor of chores. Nevertheless, her 
father saw all the divorces happening in the younger generation and determined that his four 
daughters "should have their own lives and be able to take care of themselves." 
Her mother was abusive to Maureen and her siblings. Maureen tried to keep a 
perspective on the opportunities her mother never had that made her what she was, and that 
have allowed Maureen to become someone different. 
I do feel sorry for her, I was really angry. You don't hit your kids the way my mother 
hit us. Even if you think that's the right thing to do, even if the society's pervasive, 
there comes a point when you hit your kid and you look in their face and you say, 
what am I doing? It's something you have to get help for if you can't stop. I don't 
want to be like her. 
Perhaps her mother, like Barb's, was caught in the shame/rage downward spiral referred to by 
H. B. Lewis (see Chapter III). In any case, Maureen considered her mother a very unhappy 
person, but felt that her father was quite happy with his life. There were many qualities in her 
father that she saw in herself and wanted to emulate: he was trustworthy, good in a crisis, 
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resilient, determined, optimistic, a good thinker. Because of this skewed parental background, 
she seemed to have some built-in misogyny: "1 have a lot of male interests just so I could 
hang around more with my father, and then they become your own." She thought that both 
her parents had changed over the years, but were basically still sexist in their views; she and 
her sister still worked on their father to stop referring to women in derogatory ways. 
As for feminine and masculine attributes, she was too much aware of how she and her 
siblings had been "trained" into their gender roles to think that attributes like aggression in 
males and caretaking in females could be solely genetic. She was worried about the apparent 
conservative backlash against women's rights, because it had been such a struggle for her to 
break out of the old patterns: "When I hear young women are not interested in the women's 
movement, that's scary, because it's very new, it's too early to be so complacent." Maureen 
felt that "any woman that is doing exactly what they think they can do, any woman who has 
any power would have to come under the term feminist," but she had the same reservations 
about feminists as everyone else -- "I think that outspoken feminists especially in the last ten 
years, have been very radical. There's a lot more feminists around, I mean like Pat Schroeder 
-- well she cringes all the time anyway, but she probably hates to be called a feminist...." 
Areas of Inner Conflict/Potential Learning 
Maureen seemed unaware of the misogyny and male-orientedness inculcated within her 
from the dynamics of her relationship to her parents, and not too knowledgeable about the 
extent of sexism in various aspects of society. She also had the usual mindset of wariness 
toward radical feminists. She seemed to feel that she knew everything about sexism and had 
already worked through her own issues as a woman, which made shutting down in disinterest 
a distinct possibility. 
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Views and Personal Background on Anger 
For Maureen, anger was a mixed bag ~ and for her it seemed heavily tied in to 
emulating her father and avoiding behaving like her mother. During the weekend she gained 
some insight into how this tied in with sexism: 
I think that it's healthy, and I think that my father's more healthily modelled anger - 
you express it and that's the end of it. I've seen my mother stew and stew and put the 
anger in the wrong place; and all I know is that I do let it go and I don't think much 
of it. I've always been really, like the boss, and I don't like that --1 envy how soft my 
sisters are. And so then I realized, when you start to talk about anger, that I, too, buy 
into the system where it's not admirable in a woman. 
In fact women - "ladies" - were not supposed to get angry in Maureen's family. Her 
mother's uncontrollable fits were hidden from other adults to protect her image: "We saw her 
rage, but in my mind there was never any doubt my mother was a lady because of how 
everyone else saw her. Except for maybe us, but we didn't count, we were the kids, and we 
weren't supposed to let my father know how much she hit us." She and her siblings looked 
down on their mother for these abuses, and Maureen still struggled with trying to overcome 
her own anger at her mother so that she could get beyond it. As a parent, Maureen always 
feared her own rage, and worked hard to see that it never came out in destructive ways. 
Maureen said that she enjoyed "debate" style arguing, and getting "pissed" in the spirit 
of argument, but she didn't believe in "name-calling." When anger was going on around her 
or at her, Maureen liked to "push to have it out, because I really believe it's healthy to get it 
out" and then move on to "forgiveness." 
Learning Experience during the Class 
Saturday. Maureen was not into taking this class. She came in late, didn't like the 
slow beginning, and was turned off by Ms. Almy: "I thought she was overly sensitive and I 
felt we were never going to get anywhere." All day Saturday she was not her usual talkative 
self, apparently because she did not want to learn anything new about sexism. 
304 
Not learning became more and more difficult. After lunch she told the class she "felt 
overwhelmed" by what she saw in the gallery on violence, and wrote this in her journal, but 
she said in her interview that she was still "resisting" making any connections at that point. 
The video then brought on more emotions that she recorded in her journal: "uncomfortable" 
over the bachelor party, "frightened, heart-breaking" over the rapes and victim interviews, and 
then "resistant" again over the "violent implications of sexism": "I didn't want to put the 
whole thing together. I don't see things in myself until they get distant. The only thing I 
remember is saying that I felt overwhelmed, and knowing that resistance was right there." Of 
the women's caucus after the videos she said, "I didn't buy this whole conversation, that's why 
I got very quiet." She went off on her own mental track, upset because the video and 
discussion made some connections to an inner conflict regarding a close friend: 
This has been a process, but I guess it clicked even closer during class, because I've 
tolerated her defending her stripping job, and I realized now, I'm really worried about 
her. She has a good mind and I just see her falling apart behind the fact that she can't 
move out and do for herself.... 
At the start of the women's planning session, she was still not into being there, and 
reacted against the whole idea of game playing: "Well we don't have to become oppressive." 
But suddenly she came alive and offered a number of suggestions right off the gender box 
newsprints: "sit properly, cross legs, no bad words, raise hands, be very polite." In her 
interview she confirmed her new interest: 
I wanted to take what we had in the boxes because I was really starting to connect 
things for myself, that there were things that created environments that have kept us 
quiet. I thought we could put the repressive rules on them that are put on us to a 
point where we don't even think it's wrong. I was obviously raised to be a lady, the 
way you sat -- and I'm sorry! To listen to the men! Nobody likes to sit like that! It's 
very confining, and it's very upsetting that they never had the experience before. 
At the end of the day she found herself in a state of conflict. She gave Evelyn a ride 
home and they bonded in protective anger on behalf of James, outraged that Ms. Almy chewed 
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him out when he encouraged self-defense. However, Ms. Almy's anger set her thinking. She 
had always wanted to believe that she could have control over situations, but now found 
herself reconsidering: "I guess then I started to realize the game I was playing within myself. 
It is a lot more frightening than you want to talk about." She was further conflicted inside 
because the video made her think about obscene attitudes toward women that the men in her 
family exhibited. She went home and looked up the definition of sexism: 
And when I saw "arbitrary" it just went click, and I thought of my grandmother 
deciding she didn't like her granddaughters, but she did like her grandsons. And it 
even becomes more arbitrary, because it was her grandsons and me! And I guess 
that's where I started to understand how really unfair it is. Because we're raised in this 
society that [is supposed to be] rational and good and so you just don't want to believe 
that it could be arbitrary. There has to be a reason, you have to keep saying, because 
that's too wrong, that's chaos. 
Sunday. Maureen came in late again Sunday, but with an entirely new attitude 
toward men and toward learning. She was put in a group with all men and jokingly asked if 
"this was punishment." In her interview, she said it was hard to keep Christopher from 
dominating the discussion, but she was feeling new power and held her own "in face-to-face 
combat." The class felt totally different to her: 
I noticed a change in the day, I really liked Ms. Birch --1 feel very comfortable with 
how she does things and she became much more the leader on Sunday. So it was a 
much more comfortable environment for me. I don't know, I guess I was trying to be 
able to verbalize where I was, too. 
For show and tell Sunday morning, Maureen displayed a photo of herself as a little 
girl getting a kitchen set for Christmas. She appeared to be very emotionally involved in her 
learning, and when Mr. Reed presented the department definition of sexism, using the word 
"arbitrary" to describe the oppression of one gender by the other, she told the class how that 
term upset her: "I am bothered by the word 'arbitrary'. There really is no reason behind how 
somebody can be put into inferior place!" In her interview she explained, "It's this 
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arbitrariness, it's this little rules that we don't even know where we're at, because we've been 
made to play by them. What if you don't realize that you're being made to play by them?" 
In the women's fishbowl she joined the other women in expressing their fears of men 
and of scary situations at night, but noted in her journal that she was still feeling "resistant to 
the violent implications of sexism." In her interview she explained that she wanted people to 
be reasonable about their fears, and wanted as much control as possible: 
I felt like we were stuck in a place, that there were more issues than that for me. In 
the fishbowls we were focusing so much on women's fears, and I didn't want to belittle 
them at all - I had come to a different place at that point ~ but I did say something 
[about] the statistics, and that there has to be some savvy, and that I like to know 
when fears are grounded. 
She spoke up several times during this women's fishbowl to put forth her views that women 
need to know what is going on, and try to have some control, because "fear is so debilitating" 
and "we need to do something." 
Her real learning interest was in the arbitrariness and the little rules. Suddenly Nora 
made a statement that started bringing up some anger in her. In her journal she wrote that she 
felt "resentment" because of Nora's statement that "You have to go along to get along." In her 
interview she said that she identified with Nora, whose "journey" "paralleled" her own in the 
way they had both gone along with all the hidden rules their whole life: 
I guess I am a wicked rule enforcer. I won't play a game of Monopoly unless there's a 
set of rules, because it's gotta be the right rules.... I like the rules to be exactly how 
they are supposed to be. Maybe that's why I'm so pissed about these hidden rules — 
because I did them so well! 
The men's fishbowl activity came to symbolize her new realizations. According to 
her journal, Maureen first felt "hesitant to be a rule enforcer" during the men's fishbowl 
activity, but in her interview she described how she decided to counteract these caretaking 
feelings and "enjoy my freedom." She seemed to have made a complete switch from needing 
to side with men, to siding with women: 
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I was walking around. I wanted to give them that more claustrophobic feeling, 
because that's the word I would put to the hidden rules. You're so busy, you're so 
caught up, you're so trapped in that. I saw Tod trying to make eye contact with me, 
and Christopher, but I wouldn't. I just always acquiesce, always submit to what I 
interpret others' uncomfortability to be, that I can soothe that over. And I wasn't going 
to do that with this role play. So I walked around and I would have even gotten more 
obnoxious about the walking around and being wherever I wanted, but I would have 
been blocking the other women and I really didn't want to offend that outer group. 
She pushed the men to talk about strip joints and bachelor parties, wanting to know how many 
of them had done that, and kept an eye on Roberta to see that she enforced the rules. In her 
interview she said that her enthusiasm as enforcer came out of her anger over how limiting the 
rules for being a lady now felt to her: "There's really nothing really good about them!" 
In the women's caucus after the fishbowl, she recorded in her journal that she felt 
"release when Nora said it was good to make them feel uncomfortable" and shared her own 
conflicted feelings with the group: "I find it so much harder to take space. I always make 
room for someone else. I walked around the men, but felt rude. It's just ingrained in me, all 
the rude behaviors you're not allowed to have." She then recorded that she was "angry at how 
resistant we all are," and joined a few other women in defending the activity as worthwhile: 
"I just feel like it was an opportunity. It was very uncomfortable, like Barb said, but I wanted 
to make them feel some of that claustrophobia that we feel around sexism." She felt sympathy 
for Barb as a victim/survivor, so she held back "in deference to her experience." But when 
Barb and a couple others protested, she declared, "It bothers me that we're being too tolerant 
of both men and women.... I felt the uncomfortableness, but I didn't feel we were blaming 
them." She angrily told the women that when she was hired for a computer job, the boss 
remarked on "what a set of lungs" she had, and she just laughed with him: "You just accepted 
things in those days. But you have to question these things!" In her interview she said that 
relating this incident "pushed her envelope" and was "a new awareness" for her that It's just 
not all right to go along with this. I would never say that about a man!" 
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When the women's caucus broke up earlier than the men's and the women had to wait 
for them, Maureen suddenly remarked, "Hey, the men are interfering with our airtime again... 
we could have kept on talking!" She went to lunch furious: 
I was so into my anger when we went to lunch, that I didn't want to talk to the men, 1 
didnt want to sit with the men, I didn't want to look at them. I knew my anger was 
there and I knew that I didn't want to blame James — there was definitely no 
connection, except that they're part of the agent group. But I've been too caught up in 
being really mad at the target group, and not mad enough at the agent group.... When 
I went down to lunch, I said, "Nora, sit with me." I didn't want to get over my anger, 
because it was so genuine and I was so surprised by it! I think I just didn't want to 
forget it -- it seemed really important. 
She realized that she used to blame women for their degradation instead of men, and went 
along with the whole thing like a good sport: 
I know that at some level I was thinking of how at the store I used to work at, we got 
tons of pornography. And I used to look at the stuff, because we had it for free, and 
this was when I was involved with this guy that had such low self-esteem, and he was 
into all of this stuff. But I realized, I reached a level of no, I'm not having it! 
She said that her anger was caused by a build-up of realizations over the weekend, including 
identifying herself with James' self-defense as a non-sexist parent, and now realizing that that 
wasn't good enough: 
It was a culmination. I think that the arbitrary thing was playing in my head, and I 
saw Nora get angry before we went to lunch. When we had talked about her job and 
the things she had tolerated, I guess I had a lot more empathy for how there might be 
fear underlying why people don't push the system harder. I need to be really strong in 
the anger so that I'm not talked out of it again. And I think Mr. Smith was a catalyst 
too, his saying, "That's not good enough." And then James kind of got kicked around 
in our women's caucus and I think it was the same kicking I needed to do to myself. 
It's really personal for me to realize that I can push harder, that I need to, that I can't 
kid myself that I'm pushing hard enough. 
After lunch Maureen volunteered to talk about accountability in the large group 
presentation after lunch, and focused her speech on James: 
When I realized I was part of the dominant group with the fishbowl, I started thinking 
about the accountability, and I realized you, James, had to be pushed. On the ship, 
how often did you talk to those guys on the ship about why they were going to the 
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strip joints? At some point if we're not speaking out, we're contributing. You had to 
answer questions we all have to answer. 
In her journal she wrote that she felt "empathy" listening to Nora's talk about pain and anger, 
and then felt "desire for Ms. Almy to push them to get past the anger with the men." She 
tried to further this cause herself and, as she said later, help James move past his anger to 
learn something, by using her check-in for a more empathetic approach: 
James, I identify with you: it seemed like it was a personal attack on you. I look at 
my family that has jack-and-jill showers, etc. and know that there's still layers and 
layers to come off. Evelyn remarked on how surprised she was that it took this long 
for us to get this far in the workshop. I didn't want to separate issue of violence and 
women. It can't be separated. 
All in all, she felt "really focused during the whole men's fishbowl and aftermath, and felt 
"good about making the experience happen." She also appreciated the structure that the 
instructors had created for processing it all: 
[My anger] dissipated after it came out. I felt that I had had my say, and I felt that I 
had been very articulate, if only for myself, that I didn't need to say more. I think 
they had very carefully created an environment for me to have that satisfaction. We 
didn't go round and round, trying to change people's minds. You had a chance to say 
something and leave it. So playing by the rules, I felt very comfortable with that. 
During the discussion on intervening, Maureen recorded feeling "frustration if the 
power balance isn't challenged," and told the class that there were costs for people in a lower 
position who wanted to fight the system. At this point, she said, she "was starting to feel like 
a co-facilitator": "I felt very powerful, that I had come to a place myself, maybe, that I had a 
new understanding, and I was ready to share that." At the end of the class she announced 
that she thought she had nothing to learn about sexism, but found that she was totally wrong. 
Important Learning 
Maureen didn't think she had anything to learn about sexism, but the weekend turned 
out to be a major learning experience — and that experience was inseparably linked with new 
anger. Nora in particular had a great impact on her: 
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I just saw her emotions come so clearly and I think that they were certainly a personal 
catalyst, if not for the whole workshop, definitely for me. Listening to Nora and 
watching [her] - when I saw her in that much pain, it really ignited my own anger. 
She valued her anger from the weekend so much, that she didn't even want it to be like her 
father's any more - namely, express it and be done. She wanted it to stay on permanently, to 
keep her motivated so she wouldn't slide back into depression. 
Maureen said that a large part of the anger that was so transforming for her came from 
making connections to her own life: "It wasn't listening to other people's stories that made me 
angry at all, it was applying that. Identifying with pieces of other people's stories made me 
see myself." Pivotal learnings that made her angry during the weekend were the 
"arbitrariness" of sexism, and the hidden rules that had dictated the course of her daily life. 
Another key learning was the connection between sexism and violence: 
It was a personal acknowledgement of keeping those feelings very separate — the 
feelings of how pervasive sexism is, and that's because it's a sexist thing to ignore this 
violence on women. It was very personal to feel the way the camera scanned the... 
rapist who was talking about how he went in and out of houses. I felt the terror of 
that guy going through those yards and, I mean, I just never connected it that closely. 
This was a learning that she resisted during the class and was still resisting at the time of her 
interview, because she seemed to need to feel an illusion of control. She said that she still felt 
that a lot of what was interpreted as a sexism power struggle just boiled down to face-to-face 
situations which she felt capable of dealing with as a strong individual. For instance, she 
spoke of holding her own against Christopher (whom she considered far superior to her in 
seeming to know everything): 
I think my focus in the group with the guys was to minimize what Christopher had to 
say [rather than] fight that battle for the floor against him the whole time. So I was 
pretty in charge of things. That's why I have a hard time thinking there's sexism 
because when it comes face to face, I don't feel threatened at all. I see people just as 
people and I have that power. 
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Maureen felt that before the weekend she thought she was actively resisting sexism, 
but now thought that she had actually been wavering between passive and active resistance: 
weak in the family stuff and strong on the job front. Now she was determined to take "a more 
intolerant role" in fighting it. 
The Paper and a Few Conclusions 
Maureen's paper reiterated her surprise in learning so much: 
When we started to plan the fishbowl... that's when things began to come to life.... 
Suddenly it seemed so obvious as to what would be the right rules to implement.... 
The rules of being defined as a lady that had become so ingrained and accepted as my 
ideal over the years were suddenly shackles.... To sit in a lady-like position has your 
legs bound. To be at all times solicitous of others regardless of whether it is 
reciprocated makes you subservient. To have a different standard for acceptable 
language... mutes you. 
And she was still struck by the arbitrariness of oppression: 
The word arbitrary was tugging at me like a dog that chomps onto a bit of your 
clothing and begins to shake you all around.... Could life really be that unfair? 
How could I be victim of such senseless, systematic oppression, when I was such 
an individual? 
At the end of the weekend she "left the workshop angry and very disturbed, having come to 
new realizations, especially those that hit home where I thought I dwelt with an incredibly 
enlightened bunch." 
Maureen went from a typical stance of being 'one of the guys' and caring for men 
more than for women, to realizing her own collusion in sexism and wanting to make changes 
in her own attitude and in others. Experiencing and expressing anger was integral to her 
learning and provided the key motivating factor in moving toward change. 
Conclusion 
In Chapter VI we saw how the women's anger took center stage in Class B while the 
men's anger remained almost completely hidden in the wings. The class was non- 
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confrontational and seemed to lack significant emotional depth until the artificially induced 
"reverse sexism" activity took place. This men's fishbowl exercise galvanized the emotional 
scene and brought out a great deal of anger among both sexes, which was largely expressed in 
the privacy of the single-sex caucuses. All anger was then siphoned into a carefully structured 
format in the all-class setting; nevertheless, in this context some women were able to confront 
the men and hold them accountable. 
In this chapter we have been able to explore more thoroughly what the female students 
were actually experiencing in class, and why. As in Chapter VII, I will now summarize these 
findings by providing more answers to Research Question #2: 
What kinds of anger did female students report experiencing in the class and how did 
the anger facilitate or impede their learning? 
a) What experiences of anger (causes and expressions) did the women 
report, and how did these relate to observed anger? 
b) How did personal background and attitudes toward anger tie in with 
their experience of anger in the class? 
c) In what ways did anger seem to impact their learning experience? 
Each subquestion begins, insofar as possible, with a presentation of the perspectives of the 
whole class, as reported in the evaluations, surveys, and papers. Within that larger picture, the 
case studies provide a more meaningful portrayal of student experiences. 
a) Kinds and Causes: Observations Confirmed and Expanded 
The Big Picture 
A quick glance at the men showed that in the evaluations most were still smoldering 
from the fishbowl experience -- being unfairly stereotyped, discomforted, and alienated. As 
usual, a couple of them seemed to blame or resent the female instructors for this. However, 
they all felt they had learned from the class. In the papers, the men emphasized their positive 
learning experience. Nevertheless, four of the five men who turned in papers were still angry 
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over the fishbowl activity, and James seemed to have become more hostile toward women 
activists because of feeling betrayed by women whom he was trying to support. 
The evaluations did not reveal much anger in the women, except for possible anger in 
the three critical reactions against treating the men unfairly. In the eleven non-case-study 
papers, however, anger bloomed forth. Much of the anger was not a surprise, as it had been 
expressed or alluded to during the weekend; nevertheless, the fact that it was brought up in the 
papers showed that it had been maintained as an important part of the learning experience. 
Most of the anger was caused by the men's attitudes as revealed during and after the fishbowl, 
though there were also expressions of anger about issues of sexism and how sexism had 
affected people personally. Again, the women who had expressed protective anger on behalf 
of the men, or discomfort with mistreating the men, did so again in their papers (except for 
Kathy). Perhaps the biggest surprise was Glenda, who went from apparent apathy and 
minimally expressed anger over the men's attitudes to full-blown outrage when she started 
making connections between those men and the men in her life. 
A Closer Look: The Case Studies 
The four Class B case studies offer a range of experiences: two older women who 
expressed intense anger in the class and in their interviews and papers — one in defense of the 
men (Barb) and the other against/about them (Maureen); two younger women who expressed 
very little anger during the weekend, but revealed later on that they had been experiencing a 
great deal more anger toward the men than they let on. 
Highly emotional, and prone to defensive anger due to her post-traumatic stress 
syndrome, Barb approached events in the classroom from within a complex inner landscape of 
mistrust, fears, and needs from the past. She got angry often and for a variety of reasons: at 
the men for looking at her too lasciviously, for being too arrogant, for burdening women with 
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their own self defense; at the women for letting her down when she told of her rape, for 
showing anger toward the men, and especially for "oppressing" the men. She knew herself 
well enough to know that some of her reactions were her "own stuff" and did an good job of 
talking herself out of anger that she considered unjustified. However, this meant that she 
tended to invalidate her own anger a lot of the time by deciding that it was unreasonable - 
even childish. 
The anger that Barb considered completely justified, though, was protective anger on 
the men's behalf. She started the weekend angry at the men, and ended up angry at the 
women. This unfortunate shift was completely due to the men's fishbowl activity, which 
played too intensely on her old fears of male anger, her male-centeredness, and her vicarious 
dread being humiliated and oppressed. While she felt anxious about losing the other women's 
approval, on Sunday she virtually abandoned her gender group and become the men's female 
knight in shiny armor. Protective anger is a 'good woman's' anger: she was able to express it 
fully in class and in her paper, justifying it as righteous outrage against oppression. 
Hillary had a healthy temper ~ an apparent tendency toward irritability combined with 
a proclivity to stand up for herself. It is interesting that she was not spouting off more than 
she did during the class, because she started off annoyed and grew angrier and angrier as the 
weekend progressed. Her anger was largely caused by the men -- their talkativeness, 
arrogance, assertiveness in a class that was supposed to be about women. She also became 
very angry on behalf of Barb as the victim/survivor of rapes. And she experienced some 
classic protective anger when Ms. Almy jumped on James for promoting women's self defense 
-- even to the point of reversing her own disdain for his claim of being non-sexist. This anger 
may well have been partly caused by some underlying homophobic anger against Ms. Almy. 
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But Hillary's main anger came in reaction to the men's reactions in the fishbowl, which 
she considered both dishonest and a cop-out on their responsibilities, and she finally expressed 
this anger to the women in their caucus. The surprising discovery from interviewing her was 
that after lunch Sunday she became so intensely angry at the men for their being angry and 
not seeming to learn anything, that she didn't want to have a thing to do with them any more 
and shut down for the duration of the class. The extent of her anger surprised not only the 
delighted researcher, but also herself: she hadn't expected to feel anything but boredom, but 
instead went home angry both days. The anger not only grew over the next weeks, but 
mushroomed into fury over the male writers in the reading packet All right, Hillary! 
Joanne was an even more surprising participant. The researcher had expected to see 
fireworks from this "Riotgrrl" but instead saw what looked to be disinterest or just a bad 
mood. It was gratifying to discover from her journal and interview that beneath this rather 
sullen facade a tempest was raging. She was angry most of the weekend. Saturday her anger 
was caused by James for being "Mr. Perfect," by two men who were seemingly unaffected by 
the gallery on violence, by men for not taking responsibility around rape and violence, by the 
makers of the video for making it too wimpy. She only expressed anger once that day, to the 
women in their caucus about men's responsibility for rape. Sunday she started out angry at 
Tod for dominating their group, was angry at the out-group for bashing gays and lesbians over 
lunch, was angry at herself for not saying something to them, and then became furious at the 
men for getting angry over the fishbowl exercise. This anger was so intense that she finally 
spoke up — and felt much better for it. By the time she came to write her paper, Joanne 
realized that anger was her best ally as long as she expressed it and let it work for her. 
Maureen was another strong woman with a healthy, assertive temper who the 
researcher expected to take a (possibly angry) lead role in the class. Saturday was a let-down 
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in this respect - she participated but was not really there, and it turned out that the only anger 
she felt was protective anger against Ms. Almy for slamming James. Sunday she came alive: 
she felt and expressed growing anger throughout the day: over the arbitrariness of gender 
oppression and the rules she'd had to play by, at the women for their resistance to learning and 
for caretaking the men, about her own experiences with sexist men, and finally fury at the men 
for not holding themselves accountable — and at herself for not being accountable. Her 
journal, interview and paper were not surprising, then, but were very gratifying in their 
expansion and amplification of the anger she had expressed in class. 
b) Where the Women Were Coming From: Backgrounds, Attitudes 
As we have seen, personal background and attitudes toward anger and toward sexism 
made a tremendous difference in the anger that came up and how the women dealt with it. 
Unlike the women studied in Class A, all four of these women were anger-prone and used to 
expressing their anger vigorously. The two older women in particular had examined their lives 
and worked hard on their own emotional development. Nevertheless, their attitudes and 
approaches varied significantly — as did their attitudes toward sexism. 
Barb's post-traumatic stress syndrome, as she herself pointed out, made it impossible 
for her to learn in an angry environment. When the men's fishbowl began, she mentally left 
the room. Her background of experiencing out-of-control anger in her relations and in herself 
made her mistrust her judgment and control, and fear anger in others. Misogyny coupled with 
an intense need for respect and approval by men — along with the typical social stigma against 
feminists — made her especially prone to take the men's side with a vengeance. 
Hillary enjoyed taking after her strong mother in many ways, including angry ways -- 
but not in her feminism. She had the typical attitude of young women who have been brought 
up with confidence in their equality and believe that they can buck the system. Nevertheless, 
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her background included a potent mix of admiration for her mother, validation for her own 
judgment in anger, and a lack of either fear or respect for her absent father. I believe this 
combination is what enabled her, as soon as she started making some realizations about 
inequities, to progress so dramatically from annoyance at men to full-blown anger at them. 
Not even her possibly homophobic anger toward Ms. Almy in defense of James could throw 
any lasting complications into the "angry profile" (see above, p. 25) she was building against 
the other sex. 
Joanne had also been brought up to believe in herself. Her excellent relationship with 
her feminist mother, along with love and encouragement from her father, seemed to enable her 
to value and trust her own judgment enough to 'do' anger. However, she was caught between 
the anger patterns of two valued parents and apparently followed her father, not only in his 
"negativity" but in his proclivity to get silent and withdraw when angry. Her strong feminist 
views finally prevailed and forced her out of silence, but only toward the end of the weekend. 
Maureen took after her father more purposefully in his approach to anger (express it 
and be done with it), since she had grown up pretty much despising her mother's abusive 
temper. Like Barb, she had some built in misogyny due to her mother's devalued position and 
consequent rages; like Barb, she mistrusted anger in herself for fear it would get out of 
control. Furthermore, since she had been revered (at least by her grandmother) along with the 
men in her family for being tough like them, she was proud to be 'one of the guys.' This 
made her a strong candidate for using anger to protect the men — especially since she thought 
she knew all there was to know about sexism and was no longer that interested in it. 
Nevertheless, Maureen had no fear of male anger, and the respect and validation she had 
apparently received over the years enabled her to leap into action on Sunday and get angry on 
behalf of herself and other women. 
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c) Anger and Learning: How Did It All Add Up? 
The Four Protagonists 
All four women expressed anger during the weekend and afterwards, and felt power in 
using their anger to make change. But how their anger related to their learning experience 
varied according to what angered them and where they were able to go with that anger. The 
learning experiences they talked about in their interviews were later confirmed and even 
crystallized in their papers. 
Because Barb had to put all her energy into protecting the innocent men from the 'bad' 
angry women, she was unable to learn anything new about herself in relation to sexism or 
even get a glimpse the fact that she was still stuck in the pattern of getting her sense of worth 
from men. Her protective cause was justifiable enough to actually fortify her case: as she 
pointed out, the men were there on good faith and were unfairly subjected to a kind of 
humiliation that a small group of whites would have found very hard to tolerate if they had to 
go through this experience in a class of mostly people of color. Because of the apparent 
justice of her cause, she completely lost sight of her earlier anger against the men's arrogance 
or evidences of sexism, and re-leamed old lessons she already knew too well: how to put 
women down and get rewarded for being 'one of the guys.' I would say that her protective 
anger was most assuredly detrimental to her learning experience. 
She did seem to have one instance of constructive anger. During the action role plays 
she acted out a sexist person deriding women for being overweight. When her partner called 
her on it, she found herself inexplicably angry. Her anger pushed her to realize that she had 
been guilty of having this sexist attitude herself and needed to make a change. If only all 
defensive anger were so short-lived and constructive! 
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Skeptical and resistant, Hillary became annoyed at the men from the start ~ and began 
making important connections from the start. Her learnings and anger soon became 
inextricably intertwined. The gender box rules connected with the rules the men complained 
so bitterly about in their fishbowl, and her own anger — a totally unexpected reaction - 
apparently fused the whole learning experience so that she felt she could never look at things 
the same again. "Mr. Segal-Evans is looking for sympathy for being a man in power, that is 
ludicrous!... Men are the ones who made the rules to begin with." She could name pieces of 
what she had learned, like Tod not realizing his wife might be afraid, or like the connection 
between sexism and violence, but she felt like what she had learned was bigger than the sum 
of the parts -- unnameable, "something colossal." And her anger pointed right out of the 
men's fishbowl into the future: 
"I will definitely think and act differently after this workshop. I will not tolerate sexist 
comments and/or behaviors at all. There is no reason for me to tolerate or even accept 
them. Also, when I get married my fiancee will not be having a bachelor party or 
even have the mind set to think about having one!" 
Joanne's main learning was about anger. In the past she had been holding it inside -- 
perhaps due to her father's influence, perhaps due to societal pressure on women. She began 
feeling angry at the men early on in the weekend, and had an important conversation with Kim 
and Nora at lunch Saturday about how they should not suppress their anger any more. Her 
first attempt to express anger (role modeled by Ms. Almy) felt good but also felt futile. She 
let some important feelings of anger (toward the men over bad attitudes and later toward the 
out-group over homophobic comments) go unexpressed. Her anger at herself from not 
speaking out finally pushed her to confront the men in anger about their attitudes in the 
fishbowl. As a result of examining her own reactions and being encouraged by seeing other 
women express anger about the men, she discovered the power of anger in herself and the 
importance of using it to make change. She further realized that expressing anger was vital to 
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maintaining a strong sense of self: "It's so much better for me to let loose and tell people how 
1 really feel than it is to pretend that it doesn't bother me. That way I'm not letting their words 
or actions take its toll on my self-esteem/self-image." 
For Maureen the class was a pivotal learning experience, and anger was crucial to this 
learning. She made huge gains in learning about herself in relation to sexism, and as well, 
about herself in relation to anger. Fear of finding her mother in herself — her uncontrolled 
rages, her weakness as a woman - had created some built-in misogyny in Maureen. Despite 
her grandmother's approval, she had never felt good about her ability to express anger like her 
father and envied her "soft" sisters. A major realization was that she too had bought "into the 
system where it's not admirable in a woman." She had also bought into being 'one of the 
guys,' so the fact that she was able to join the other women in their anger toward the men was 
crucial to her affirming her anger as a woman rather than as a man. It was most significant 
that she ended up not wanting this newfound anger to be like her father's. Expressing her 
anger about her boss and about the arbitrariness of rules were pivotal moments of new 
awareness for her; expressing anger directly to the men about their accountability gave her a 
new feeling of power that she knew was fueled by anger, and she wanted that to last forever. 
The Big Picture 
It seemed like it took Class B a long time to get off the ground — the instructors 
despaired of ever seeing any signs of life on their little planet. They had no way of knowing 
that small pockets of anger were forming here and there among the women that were sparked 
by new insights and were fueling further connections. Ms. Almy and Ms. Birch helped push 
the women along in learning to do anger by role modeling, encouraging, and validating its 
expression. Fears of anger were brought out in the groundrule session, the theme of women s 
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anger emerged in the important gender box activity, and anger was brought up in women's 
caucus discussions. 
Controversial as the activity was, it was the men's fishbowl that lit all the fuses and 
caused everything to coalesce. Due to their anger over the men's reactions to this activity, 
most of the women were able to make important connections between the gender box rules, 
pornography, violence, and the need to hold men accountable for their role in sexism. A 
number of women were able to express their anger in class and/or later in their papers. It may 
be that the careful structure imposed on dialogue between the men and women after lunch 
Sunday helped make it safe enough for some women to even confront the men with their 
anger. As reported in many papers, anger was critical to their learning and signaled a healthier 
kind of self image that turned blame outward rather than inward. 
Some anger seemed to have the effect of shutting down learning -- Rose divested 
herself emotionally from the class, feeling excluded because of racism. For a few women and 
for the men, the fishbowl activity impacted negatively on the learning experience. It caused 
the men to raise their defensive shields in "outrage" over being so unjustly humiliated by 
'misplaced' women's anger. For various personal reasons we have examined, it also caused a 
few women to spin off into protective anger, turning the blame back in on themselves and, at 
least implicitly, on women in general. Barb, for one, was too traumatized from her past to be 
able to cope with even the potential for anger among the men. For these women the learning 
experience was less than satisfactory. Nevertheless, without the anger stirring things up, even 
more people might have shut down in that pedagogical blight - boredom. As it was, even the 
negatively impacted men and women reported learning from the weekend. 
Anger can have the purpose of covering up inner conflict, but it can also signal the 
existence of inner conflict. Anger can also come with the transformation of inner conflict into 
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an outward conflict between self and enemy forces. The women in Class A were not able to 
appraise their situation in a way that allowed them to realize an important part of their inner 
reality — they saw the men's defensiveness, but they couldn't admit to their own anger against 
the men. The conflict remained inside, so reports were like those in Rashomon — 
contradictory cover-ups of inner reality that skewed their accounts of outer reality. The 
women in Class B who were able to get angry at the men were able to turn blame outward 
and write the conflict in terms of an outer reality. Their accounts of their own feelings were 
clearer and more consistent, because they had no need to hide part of their inner reality. Their 
angry stories served to expand their awareness and enlarge their sense of self, and motivated 
them to take action on their own behalf rather than remain limited to "understanding" men 
more than themselves. 
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CHAPTER IX 
PEDAGOGICAL PERSPECTIVES ON ANGER AND LEARNING: 
THE INSTRUCTORS FROM CLASS A AND CLASS B HAVE THEIR SAY 
Introduction 
A Brief Recap: Class A and Class B 
In Chapters VII and VIII we saw how students' accounts of their classroom 
experiences varied according to what kind of inner reality they needed to edit out of the 
picture. The inconsistencies among and within individual stories told by the students of 
Class A revealed that a number of men continued to smart over the way they were treated, and 
remained mired in their view of the Ms. Strong as the enemy -- an evil angry woman. As in 
many other classes on sexism (see Chapter IV), the female teacher lacked credible authority to 
them, hence the messenger was blamed rather than the message. Meanwhile, the female 
students had difficulty feeling anger on their own behalf and were unable to hold the men 
accountable. The power game between the instructors and male students diverted the students' 
learning energy from women's issues to anger against abusive authority figures, and since this 
struggle was never discussed in the open, it further skewed students' accounts from the real 
story of what happened. 
In class B, there were no hidden power games between instructors and students, and 
the women were able to express and explore a full range of anger. The students' accounts of 
their classroom experience were more consistent and formed a less disparate collection of 
stories. There were surprises -- anger experiences that were not visible in class — but these 
were openly expressed in the women's papers. Put in terms of our movie, Rashomon, the 
Class A stories were more convoluted and inconsistent within and among each other, the Class 
B stories formed a more consistent and unified picture of the whole. 
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The senior instructors in Class A expressed intense anger toward the students; the 
instructors in Class B showed very little. Most interestingly, both sets of instructors revealed 
anger and concerns over sexism among the instructional team members that was only partially 
visible in Class A and not at all visible in Class B. Behind the scenes, the instructors 
struggled with their own feelings in reaction to the students and to each other. As with the 
students, the hidden power games of Class A brought out more inconsistencies and 
contradictions in the Class A instructors' accounts of what happened and why. And 
interestingly, it turned out that hidden dynamics between the instructors of Class B also 
affected their teaching, as well as their story telling. 
Looking Ahead 
In this chapter, I present my observations of the instructors: how their attitudes and 
behaviors shaped the flow of learning and anger in the two classrooms. Since the anger that 
came up in the two classes took such a different form, the approach to the two sets of 
instructors differs slightly. With Class A, the focus is on trying to understand what happened 
in the main anger event and why, from the instructors' perspectives. We then look at the 
instructors' views on anger that came up for women in the class, as well as hindsight thoughts 
on anger in the learning process. The section on Class B begins with the instructors' stories of 
weekend -- first their own anger, then the students' anger, then the main anger event and how 
they dealt with it. The purpose of Chapter IX is to answer the third research question: 
How do instructors experience and deal with anger in the classroom, and what do they 
conclude from their teaching experience? 
a) How do they interpret the anger and react to it? 
b) What influences their perceptions and behaviors? 
c) How do their perspectives on anger impact the learning experience? 
d) Given their experience with anger in the classroom, what do they 
recommend for future instructors? 
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The Class A Instructors 
A Brief Review of the Cast 
The two senior instructors were both Caucasian. Mr. Acker, the senior male instructor, 
had been teaching sexism for some time. He had a smooth, self-assured presence of authority, 
sophisticated communication skills, and an impressive, articulate style of teaching. He was in 
his lower 30's and gay - but did not come out to the class. Ms. Strong had taught sexism in 
classes of all women, but not to a mixed gender group; her background was in psychological 
counseling. She had a strong but quiet presence of authority, was insightful and articulate, 
serious and straightforward, with excellent assertive skills. She was in her 40's, divorced with 
grown children. 
The two assistants came across as more congenial or laid back. They were both 
married men in their upper 20's or low 30's. Mr. Brady was African American; he had a great 
deal of experience teaching issues of diversity in other settings and was also very self assured 
and articulate. Mr. Cox was Caucasian and also new to this department, though he had also 
taught issues of diversity before. He was also self assured and articulate! All in all, the 
instructors made an impressive team, whose only flaw appeared to be the power imbalance of 
one woman having to hold her own against three men while teaching about male domination. 
Lights... Action... Conflict! 
Behind the Scenes in the Main Anger Event 
How the instructors viewed the students' anger determined how they reacted to the 
students, which in turn determined the course of events and what the students learned or did 
not learn from these events. Some students (according to Marge in her interview) felt that the 
instructors overreacted to the students Saturday morning by taking things "personally" and 
entering the debate on the students' level rather than "keeping one step above." Marge said 
that she knew "Mr. Acker's personal feelings were really coming out," and that she could tell 
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Ms. Strong was angry even though she "kept quiet." Was this the case? Did the instructor 
become too personally involved? 
In his interview Mr. Cox acknowledged that the instructors took the challenges 
personally rather than as part of the "normal" resistance they expected: "Some of the co¬ 
facilitators felt that some of those interactions were personal attacks, whether or not the 
participants meant it like that." He said that it was "hard to stay emotionally neutral, because 
it felt like the anger was coming out of a place of disrespect for the instructors, or a place of 
one-upmanship." In fact, he did not recall that the protesting students had any critical points 
to make at all: "the male students' involvement in the group process that first morning... 
wasn't thoughtful at all, and it's real hard to remain thoughtful when you're being bombarded 
with nothing but raw reactions." 
Apparently, as is often the case in angry confrontations, the students and instructors 
became caught up in accusing each other of the exact same grievances: disrespect, hostility, 
and sexism -- accusations which serve to render the opponents' anger unjustified and deflect 
the blame. Saturday morning, Eddy had accused Ms. Strong of perpetrating sexism while 
teaching about it (see above, p. 146); now Mr. Cox described the students' antagonism in the 
same terms: "It was almost like sexism taking place right there in the class — even though we 
were talking about sexism." Some of the students had invalidated Ms. Strong's anger because 
they felt she was hostile toward the men as opposed to justifiably angry; Mr. Cox now 
discounted the students' reactions in the same vein: 
It felt like a few of these men were going to radically shift the structure or the plan of 
that weekend without having given [it] a chance, and who already made assumptions 
about the training team in terms of our expertise, in terms of our goals... that were 
very hostile. They weren't respectful, they weren't friendly or civil even! It wasn't 
just anger, it was uncivil hostility." 
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Ms. Strong, a "Sitting Duck" 
In her interview Ms. Strong said that Saturday morning, when the instructors took their 
break and retreated to the back room, she was so angry that she was on the verge of tears: 
"When we took that first break I was just furious. And I had to take a minute and just express 
it." Anger is the flip side of vulnerability and fear; as the only female instructor Ms. Strong 
felt like a "sitting duck" — isolated and vulnerable and therefore "more angry than anybody." 
Like Mr. Cox, she also accused the students of the same thing they had accused her of: "One 
of the things I felt going on was that myself and Mr. Brady particularly had been silenced by 
the class, and that this had to do with him being an African American and myself as a 
woman." Her anger, like Mr. Cox's, was in defense of herself and her fellow instructors. 
However, unlike Mr. Cox, she moved right away into expressing her anger in terms of 
protectiveness rather than self defense: "I was so angry at the men for just tromping on the 
women in the class." In fact, she could not remember that any of the students expressed anger 
at her personally (even though she was the woman the male students were most clearly 
"tromping on"). Perhaps because she identified with the women students, self defense and 
pedagogical protectiveness were completely intermeshed for her. In any case, her fear of 
losing control was expressed in terms of protecting the female students from getting mired in 
another situation of sexism: 
I was scared that...[the free-for-all] was going to duplicate the problem of men being 
the dominant group, and women being scared and not having a chance to speak except 
when they were colluding and going along with the men -- those were the only women 
we were hearing. It was fear of the class hurting in a familiar way a lot of the women 
there, and allowing the men to run their dominant tape. 
Ms. Strong's accusation (and theme for the weekend) was that the men were talking 
too much and dominating the discussion. Recent educational studies had shown that this was 
happening in schools across the nation. Was this a bias she brought with her to the class and 
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accused the men of prematurely? Some students felt that her accusations were more 
prejudicial than correct. For instance, Kim said in her interview that during the break Saturday 
morning she tried to soothe A1 by explaining, 
We have three male instructors and one female, so the impression that males be 
talking may have been the fact that the male instructors have been talking. And I 
think females like Ms. Strong feel that she need to correct the past history that females 
usually been dominated by males. So maybe she was a little bit biased because she 
wanted to correct that. So she made the observation that males had been talking more 
based on her past observation. 
Though Ms Strong spoke in well-modulated tones of self control, her anger was 
apparently considered unreasonable by even the more sympathetic students. A number of 
students jumped to the conclusion that she was using her power over them in a "sexist" 
manner and was "hostile" toward the men. Was this partly because she did not temper her 
attack with the smiles or diminutive gestures that are often expected from women? Whatever 
the case, some students wrote her off by labeling her in this manner, thereby undermining the 
legitimacy of her anger or her input. We have seen in student reports that this was their 
attitude, and Mr. Cox also noticed that "throughout the weekend, the comments that were 
directed at the female instructor were sexist -- disrespectful at the very least." Whether or not 
Ms. Strong was oversensitive on the issue of male dominance of discussion, the students' 
rampant prejudice against her anger diminished her power as instructor. Elizabeth pointed out 
in her interview, "I don't think Ms. Strong was in a position to make any decisions, because I 
don't know that anybody would have listened to her. The men were going to automatically 
not pay much attention to what she said." I can almost hear Diana of Class B saying, "Pfff, 
angry woman!" (see above, p. 197). 
Ms. Strong said in her interview that throughout the weekend she reacted to the 
situation by taking refuge behind the male instructors as if they were her "big brothers. But 
she especially turned to Mr. Acker as the figure of authority, and confessed that throughout the 
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weekend there were ways she was giving him power and "shouldn't have." This reaction in 
itself could be seen as collusion with sexism. 
Mr. Acker, the Leader of the Pack 
Mr. Acker played a major role in bringing on the students' anger, but he never 
acknowledged any responsibility for the conflagration. In the debriefing he blamed Mr. Brady 
for starting the conflict by presenting a flawed definition of his own without first consulting 
the senior instructors. When Mr. Brady pointed out that he used the departmental definition 
that Ms. Strong had suggested he use, Mr. Acker shifted the blame back onto the students 
(using rather patronizing terminology): "I thought your definition was a good one. Probably 
in another class it would be just fine. Those boys were looking for a way to dig their heels in, 
and if it hadn't been the definition it would have been something else." 
Though he never did not acknowledge his role in exacerbating the conflict, Mr. Acker 
did acknowledge his emotional involvement in the fray. During the weekend he remarked to 
the researcher that he was finding it the most difficult class he had seen; during the faculty 
debriefing he remarked, "You don't do this work without getting worked on yourself." 
Perhaps he also brought some hidden emotional issues to the weekend. During the debriefing, 
for instance, Mr. Brady said to Mr. Acker, "I am curious about how when you were late and I 
made a joking comment, it triggered a lot of things in you. I wondered about the stuff in you 
- how much you bring to a class and whether you can put it aside." The belittling terms Mr. 
Acker used during the debriefing in reference to the male students ("hot and ready to go...," 
"those boys...") lead one to wonder about his own set of biases. 
Be that as it may, Mr. Acker seemed to have an aura about him that tended to make 
both students and colleagues feel insecure. Elizabeth said in her interview: 
1 felt sometimes that the academic side of him made me feel young and dumb. And 
for me it was one thing, because I knew that this weekend was about me. But I think 
330 
that it must have made the men feel a little uncomfortable. There were times that / 
felt afraid to make a point, because what if it didn't comply with his standards of what 
would make him respect me? 
In the debriefing Mr. Cox implied that Mr. Acker made him feel slightly off-center as an 
assistant instructor: "There was always a tension I felt Maybe you expected more from us. I 
always wondered 'What does he want?"' Mr. Acker's presence had an even stronger effect on 
Ms. Strong, who found their periodic clashes "scary." In the debriefing she remarked that they 
sometimes had power struggles and that she generally yielded — "I'd think, 'Oh, Mr. Acker is 
good at this. Let him do it.' Maybe it's because I assistant trained under [him], but I feel like 
it's 'a girl thing'." 
The Instructors' Decision to Regain Authority 
Apparently then, personal baggage, power struggles, and even internalized sexism 
influenced how the instructors responded to conflict in the classroom. Ms. Strong said that 
during the break they decided to use Mr. Acker's authoritative presence as "senior white male" 
to play the teacher and regain control: 
There was this power thing going on with the men participants trying to dominate the 
leadership, and we needed to get our power back. And a way that we could do it 
would be to step back... into a teacher role with them and lay out the theory, lay out 
the our view of the politics of the situation and also point out what we thought was 
going on — the dynamic in the room. 
Of course the "view" Mr. Acker laid out for the students was that they were not thinking 
critically or separating opinions from facts, and that the male students were acting out of 
defensiveness and dominating the class. He did not mention the real "dynamic in the room," 
which Ms. Strong described as a "cockfight" between the male students and male instructors -- 
especially Mr. Acker: 
The guy [Carlos] told Mr. Acker that he was talking about geology, not geography. I 
thought that was going to kill him, because there was still the anger. I think Mr. 
Acker dealt with it very well - I don't think he should have been as angry as he was, 
but Mr. Acker owned it afterwards and said, "Boy you really got me on that one." 
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And I felt like it was a sort of cock fight -- a power thing going on between the men 
who didn't want the system to change and the white men who represented changing 
the system, Mr. Acker representing the change. And also (what they didn't know 
because he hadn't come out) that he was a gay man representing some kind of different 
approach to maledom.... 
Ms. Strong felt good about the instructors' decision to have their leader quell the uprising. She 
seconded Mr. Acker's view that the students were not thinking critically: 
I think it was really right on. I mean there was still some anger that came up, but I 
felt like it got handled after that and that the guys sort of backed down. Not in the 
sense of "Oh, we were bad" but they got that this wasn't an invitation for them to just 
lay out their anger stuff, but that they had to learn something in the class and use their 
minds as well as their feelings. 
Perspectives on the Check-in after Lunch on Saturday 
By the time of their interviews, both Ms. Strong and Mr. Cox had mentally rewritten 
the conflict as a power struggle that was largely resolved by Mr. Acker's authoritative lecture. 
Significantly, neither of them remembered the central import of Jack's challenge after lunch. 
Ms. Strong thought it was about the definition of sexism; she had no recollection of his 
statement that the students felt belittled and offended by the instructors' style of leadership. 
She did, however, remember the instructors' response and like Mr. Cox, emphasized their 
determination to maintain control over the class: "We decided to let people express whatever 
they needed to express, but only in this contained form of a go-around, not a discussion." 
Mr. Cox remembered Jack's request chiefly as a threat to his leadership - a demand 
for a structural change that Mr. Cox felt he should have thought of himself: 
One of the participants asked... and it sounded a little hostile, but I don't think it 
was.... He kind of asked, but his tone was I'm telling you', if the group could process 
the morning...." And that caught us off guard, because I think that was a short sight 
on our part — or certainly on mine — because it never occurred to us to do a check-in 
with the group. 
As he talked, Mr. Cox seemed to remember the discomfort he felt, and began to reinterpret 
Jack's request as a subtle manifestation of anger: 
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I kind of think he was manipulating us in a lot of ways, whether consciously or 
unconsciously, by presenting the check-in the way he did, by gently coercing us to 
stop the process dead in its tracks and discuss, with very little time or comfort, 
whether we should respond. I felt that it was very passive-aggressive, very 
manipulative. I'm just taking in all that information and have come to that conclusion. 
I think it was related a little bit to anger. I think he and maybe some otheis were 
angry that we weren't continuing to have an all-group discussion with very little 
structure. And he was a little angry that we were controlling the process. 
Certainly, his point was well taken that Jack could have addressed the problem more 
tactfully. During her interview Elizabeth brought up the same thought: 
I think that he wouldn't have taken them aback if he had come to them during the 
lunch break and said, "This is a problem I'm having; could you address it?" rather 
than putting them on the spot like that. I felt so bad for them." 
Whether or not Jack's action at this point was "passive-aggressive" is debatable. It did put the 
instructors on the spot and could have prolonged the conflict if they had reacted as personally 
as they did during the morning. But their lunchtime together seemed to have brought them to 
a different level, so that they were able from then on to maintain control of the class without 
taking visible affront at student reactions. 
Opinions on Sources of the Anger 
Ms. Strong thought that since women did not outnumber men in the class, the 
instructors "should have known that the male energy would be very strong, that if there was 
anger they would feel a space where they could express it." Mr. Cox felt that some of the 
anger might have come from the dynamics of that particular configuration of personalities that 
encouraged anger-prone individuals to act out. It does seem likely that these are factors that 
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made the expression of anger likely and possible, and exacerbated it as well. 
As for causes, both Mr. Cox and Ms. Strong felt that the anger was a manifestation of 
resistance to learning about sexism, and looked beyond the immediate situation for possible 
explanations. They felt that anger was present in the male students and would have found 
some outlet, no matter what. In Ms. Strong's words: 
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I can't say I liked [the anger], but as a teacher, I feel that it was there in the group, 
you know, it was in the room, and in some ways it was good that it came out early 
rather than late so that we could deal with it, and so that it wasn't simmering under the 
surface doing weird things.... It came out directly, it was clear, and we knew what we 
were working with right away. 
She interpreted this pre-existing anger as part of the current backlash against women: 
My big picture view is that... feminism has made enough inroads into the white male 
power structure that men are feeling threatened. And because of that there's a 
backlash and a lot of anger, and underneath there's fear of losing the power and 
control. If concessions are made or things change, there's fear that they'll just be 
completely powerless and that women will do to them what they've done to women. 
She felt that the men's anger had to do even more specifically with the castration trial that had 
rivetted the nation's attention on the vulnerability of the male organ: 
I think that the timing of the class was really important in terms of the Bobbitt case. 
Just recently the verdict had been made, and I feel like that whole incident and the 
trial and all the stuff around it really hit a raw nerve in the culture. The fact that the 
wife got off free really made men very angry, and some of the anger coming into the 
room was around that. 
Mr. Cox also blamed the students' hostility on recent national "backlash" trends: 
"Some students (male and female) came with a defense shield already up because of the recent 
issues around political correctness and freedom of speech, ready to critically analyze our 
assumptions, our definitions, our goals." He also suggested that the resistance might have 
stemmed from negative personal experiences that "colored their idea of sexism and their 
willingness to understand it a little bit more." Certainly Phyllis and Carlos fit this category. 
But Mr. Cox's final comment, I believe, came closest to the actual situation, and 
closest to the possibility of the instructors' taking any responsibility for exacerbating the 
resistance and sparking the anger: 
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A large part of their resistance was about the possibility of having their self-definition 
as a good person attacked: 'I'm resistant to you telling me I'm sexist or I'm racist or 
I'm homophobic, because I'm not\ I'm a really nice person!"' 
Mr. Cox... Caught between a Rock and a Hard Place 
In retrospect, Mr. Cox felt that he had succeeded in remaining neutral more than the 
senior instructors because, as an assistant, he felt less responsible for the design of the class 
and was perceived as less formidable by the students. Testimony from Marge and Elizabeth 
seemed to bear this out: 
I think the only one who really handled it pretty well was Mr. Cox. Even when Lon 
was chewing him out, he kept his cool, he didn't take it personally. Mr. Brady and 
Mr. Cox were both very nice, very laid back. I don't know if it was the fact that they 
were assistants or that it's the kind of people they are." 
On the other hand, Mr. Cox's preoccupation with the students' challenge to their expertise and 
structure might have come from his own feeling of powerless as an assistant, caught between 
the students' anger and the senior instructors' plans: "My name is on that design, and that's 
one thing I learned this weekend is to take a more active part in doing the design." 
Interestingly, he personally seemed to feel even more anger on the second day of the 
class, when things were going much more smoothly on the whole. Part of his anger 
apparently came from his frustration over the more resistant men in the group, who according 
to Mr. Cox used the all-men's discussions as sounding boards for their own attempts to remain 
"sexist" - to keep on perpetuating domestic gender roles as a harmless tradition, to keep on 
using sexist language, and to keep on ogling women. The other part was still around issues of 
power and oneupmanship, because he seemed to feel threatened by Jack, who he said remained 
"passive-aggressive" and belligerent the whole weekend: "His body language was "I'm here, 
and I'm going to participate just to show you that I can deal with whatever you've got to dish 
out, you know that I'm stronger than you." 
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What about the Women? 
The few women students who expressed anger were not considered threatening. Mr. 
Cox may have been thinking of challenges from Kim and Marge when he said, 
« 
That resistance, that anger, that "You're trying to make me believe this" expressed by 
a couple of the women in the class came out. But that was the kind of resistance you 
prepare for as a instructor. It wasn't hostile, it wasn't aggressive. It was "Hey, 
convince me that I'm a target, and that I should do something about this." 
At first, in his interview, Mr. Cox described the women's anger as similar to the men's - a 
pre-existing emotional entity that was in them whether they realized it or not, and when the 
instructors tried to define their reality for them, they resisted. 
Some women came to the class with a lot of internalized sexism and weren't sure what 
to do with their anger. I don't think some of them knew if they were even angry. If 
they were, they weren't sure what to be angry about. Because they could talk about 
experiences where they were treated disrespectfully, or assumptions that were made 
about them, but I don't think they could put their finger on it and call it sexism. We 
were calling it sexism from the start, and I think that they were a little angry with that 
because they weren't sure yet that that's what it was. 
In any case, Mr. Cox found even the "resistant" women much easier to work with than the 
men. This is not surprising, of course, since studies have shown that girls are trained from 
early on to behave and be good in school, while boys are encouraged to act out. Even in a 
class on sexism, this was appreciated. Mr. Cox praised the women for being more compliant 
and ready to accept their teachers' agenda. He was even willing to grant them the "loose" 
structure that he felt the men had been demanding: 
I think they were more willing to listen to what the instructors wanted to do, and had 
faith that the instructors would give them an opportunity to talk to one another in a 
very loose structured format - that the whole weekend wasn't going to be just 
structure. Clearly I think most, if not all the women made that leap of faith, but many 
of the men did not. 
Ms. Strong also felt that the women's anger was less threatening than the men's, and 
theorized that this was true of women in general: 
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I think women are less apt to use violence or threats of violence, or have a feeling of 
violence in their anger. Women are more likely when they say something that comes 
from an angry place, to cover it up with a laugh or a joke or something a little 
seductive, or contradictions or something. 
This norm for female expression of anger certainly held true, in general, for the women 
interviewed. Ms. Strong pointed out that this norm is founded on a very reasonable fear: 
"There are good reasons why it's harder for women to express anger than for men, because I 
think they're scared.... There's a history of their anger provoking violence from men." She felt 
that one of the main goals of a class on sexism for women is related to overcoming this fear: 
"Part of what's going to get us somewhere is to be able to - I don't know if it's so much 
express anger — but to use our power around men and be articulate and say what we like and 
don't like." She said that the women expressed a great deal of their fear in the all women's 
groups, and that the resulting anger proved that they were learning: "I feel like that always 
happens in the sexism classes, and when it's mixed, it happens in the women's groups - as the 
women start to get it, then there's anger. And I feel like that was there." 
The Instructors' Hindsight 
Was the weekend successful? And was the Saturday anger episode constructive or 
destructive to the learning process? The instructors' opinions varied, but all seemed to agree 
that the anger was a given force that they had to work with, rather than a phenomenon that 
they had some part in creating. 
In the faculty debriefing Mr. Acker declared the weekend a resounding success: "We 
did a fabulous job! We facilitated a group that was all over the map and presented all kinds 
of demands and constraints to the facilitators." He stuck to his view that the men's defensive 
anger was to blame. Using very masculine terminology, he said that the instructors aggressive 
handling of the situation was the only way to deal with the given tinderbox: Those men were 
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hot and ready to go. All we had to do was turn on the mix and they were dancing. It 
wouldn't have helped to talk in pretty ways." 
Ms. Strong agreed that the anger was a given force that precluded other, more 
desirable teaching options: 
Could the same stuff have been learned some other way? Yes! I would like to think 
so. But, you know, in some ways that's pie in the sky, because if people walk in with 
a whole lot of anger, to say "Don't express your anger; we want you to leam some 
other way" I don't think that would work. So given that the anger's there, it sort of a 
question of can you channel it or use it in ways that people leam from it, or is it just 
going to be destructive? 
She felt that the instructors converted the anger into a constructive learning experience - more 
so for the men than for the women. She also stuck to her theme that the male students were 
to blame for the conflict because they were dominating the discussion: 
It may have been helpful for the women in that it came out and they saw it being 
handled in a way where it didn't take over. And they had opportunities to see the 
pattern that it was replicating. But I know there were women who were frightened by 
it — they said they were. I think that the guys learned from it; it was right in their 
face. There was nobody who could argue that the men didn't take up all the airtime! 
I think the lessons that were learned because of the way the anger came out were 
learned quite thoroughly. 
The senior instructors felt that the class finally "got to the other shore" and had some 
major learnings. Mr. Cox, however, seemed to feel very conflicted about the weekend. In his 
more pessimistic frame of mind, he declared that the men never went beyond venting their 
emotions and petty gripes in the all-men's discussions, and "never got past naming the airtime 
thing. And sexism — they never got it." However, in his more positive frame of mind, Mr. 
Cox said that the instructors, like "big brothers," were able to share their experiences and elicit 
some constructive anger from the men in their caucus sessions: 
A couple of the men were really angry, but it was productive, because we talked to 
them about that. It brought them to a new level, to critically think about and 
challenge things that they'd been taught. They were in a conflict and they reached a 
learning edge. And I believe that sometimes your anger -- and only your anger -- 
around these issues can bring you to a learning edge. 
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As for changes, Mr. Acker and Ms. Strong apparently felt that they should have come 
down more authoritatively on the class from the beginning, so that there would be no occasion 
for rebellious dissension. As Ms. Strong said in her interview: 
I would come in with a very clear definition of sexism and plenty of explanations why 
we were using that. I would have come in with more didactic stuff in the beginning, 
and laid out the groundrules around that more clearly, because I think it was a group 
dynamic problem where especially the males in the group were challenging the 
leadership, and we set it up inviting whatever was in the room, right away, rather than 
putting some parameters up and taking some of the power to ourselves as the 
leadership in the room. 
Initially Mr. Cox agreed with the senior instructors about starting with a more rigid structure 
and stronger definition, but he changed his opinion as he spoke and rewrote the Saturday 
morning episode to fit how he now thought it should have happened: 
Given the group and the nature of the anger of some of the members (not all), perhaps 
we should have started with a little bit more definition, a little bit more theory. I don't 
know. That's what my colleagues said after we met briefly. In hindsight, I don't 
agree. The more I've tried to think about it, the more I think that we did the right 
thing by starting off and asking them what they wanted to get out of it and what 
sexism meant to them, and what they thought sexism was about and how they have 
come to understand it in their experience. I think that perhaps we could have 
facilitated that heated dialogue a little bit better, but we were caught off guard. 
He then said that ideally, the topic should be introduced more democratically: "Start off by 
asking the students to define the ism and ask them what they want to get out of it, then tell 
them what the instructors had planned, and try to address both." 
Mr. Brady was the most outspoken of the instructors in criticizing Mr. Acker's 
pedagogical approach. He expressed the opinion that the male students felt left out during the 
weekend, and that the instructors should have approached them differently: "You have to try 
to find out where people are at and what they're ready to hear." He felt it would have been 
better to offer more single-sex caucuses where people felt safer to discuss the issues. When 
Mr. Acker protested that it would not have helped the students' learning process to be too 
nice" and leave people "sitting there feeling validated," Mr. Brady countered that he wondered 
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if it was right to "make someone feel uncomfortable in order to make them move," or if this 
constituted a form of abuse. He suggested that the department should think more about the 
fine line between comfort and challenge in the classroom, and especially consider the question 
of when making people angry becomes manipulative. 
In Answer to Our Question 
How did the Class A instructors experience and deal with anger in the classroom and 
what did they conclude from their teaching experience? 
a) What influenced their perceptions and behaviors? 
b) How did their perspectives on anger impact the learning experience? 
c) Given their experience with anger in the classroom, what did they 
recommend for future instructors? 
a) A Missed Lesson in Oppression: Who Can Out-Define Whom 
Like the students, the senior instructors (and Mr. Cox to some extent1) experienced the 
anger that came up Saturday morning very personally, participating and reacting on the same 
level of attack/counter-attack as the student challengers, even building the same "angry profile" 
(see above, p. 25) of their enemy as was used on them — "sexist," "hostile," "disrespectful." 
Without perceiving their own substantial role in igniting the conflict and fanning the flames, 
they interpreted all further interchange as due to the male students' defensiveness and lack of 
critical thinking. Mr. Cox felt so threatened that he thought the male students were 
challenging the instructors' expertise and attempting to take over the class. Ms. Strong's 
feeling of being threatened was heightened by her sense of vulnerability as the only female 
teacher. Roused to defensive anger, the instructors saw the central issue in terms of a 
"cockfight" and their main challenge to be regaining power over the male students. 
Since regaining power was their aim, the instructors had to get that crucial step above 
the students, and they did so by literally putting them down. Mr. Acker proceeded to treat the 
1 Unfortunately, Mr. Brady's experience was not observable, nor did he share it later with the 
researcher. 
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students oppressively - defining their reality in terms they couldn't understand or accept, 
belittling their intelligence, and invalidating their protests by deeming them irrational. The 
instructors never saw the irony of the situation — that they played out the very definition of 
oppression that they had forced on the students: "the ability to define for someone else the 
way things are." After lunch, when Jack called them on their disrespectful teaching style, the 
instructors were so convinced of their own reframe of the situation that they did not even seem 
to hear his accusation. They were calling the shots and defining what was right and wrong; 
they regained authority through the power of their own conviction and their skills as self- 
assured, articulate teachers. They let the students express their discontent, but managed to 
convince the whole class that the men were to blame for the conflict because of their 
defensiveness and their aggressive domination of the discussion. 
b) What Influenced Their Perceptions and Behaviors? 
The instructors acknowledged that they were unprepared for the challenge that they 
received, even though they were aware of the backlash and recent studies on sexism in the 
classroom. A certain amount of naivete, bias and expectations, personal baggage, power 
struggles, and even internalized sexism influenced how they responded to the conflict. 
Why did Ms. Strong react to the male students with such anger? For one thing, she 
came prepared to see males dominate the class; she let them know of her bias during the 
groundrule presentation, and jumped on them for this fault before it became a reality. For 
another thing, as the only woman on the team she felt isolated and vulnerable to their attacks. 
This vulnerability undoubtedly heightened her sense of the vulnerability of the female students 
and her feeling that she needed to protect them. Some ingrown sexism also came into play. 
She reacted to her isolation by hiding behind her "big brothers," and since she felt inferior to 
Mr. Acker to begin with, she gave him more power than she should have. 
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What about Mr. Acker? Even Tara, who supported the instructors during the weekend, 
wrote in her survey that Mr. Acker reacted "inappropriately" during the weekend (see above, 
p. 204). Indeed, his readiness to be "pissed" seemed at least equal to Carlos' eagerness to 
"piss people off." For one thing, he evidently came prepared to see living proof of the 
"Backlash" article he brought to class with him, and was quick to write the male students off 
as defensively "looking for a way to dig their heels in." He also brought unnamed personal 
issues with him that undoubtedly influenced how strongly he "got worked on" himself. One 
issue may have been some latent hostility as a gay male, as evidenced by his derogatory 
reference to the male students as "those boys." Certainly his sense of superiority made many 
feel uncomfortable and inadequate, from all his teammates to sympathetic Elizabeth. He was 
used to assuming authority and quick to anger if that position was threatened. 
The two assistant instructors never showed any anger toward the students and always 
treated them with respect. Mr. Cox, however, experienced a great deal of anger that came 
from his feelings of vulnerability. He felt threatened by the male students — particularly by 
Jack, whose larger presence and self-assured challenges felt to Mr. Cox like direct threats to 
his authority. His anger also came from frustration over the men's ongoing resistance - 
disappointed expectations that there would be less resistance and they would learn more. And 
he was caught between feeling responsible for the design and questionable success of the 
weekend, and resenting his lack of power and influence over that design. 
c) Black Holes and Other Matters: How Did They Do? 
Ever since Paulo Freire entered the education scene with his insightful Pedagogy of the 
Oppressed (1970), a major objective in diversity education has been to help people gain 
awareness of the nature of societal oppression at work within and around them (see above, 
p. 93). Unfortunately, since the instructors in Class A let their anger carry them into a 
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struggle for power with the students, they used a kind of pedagogical oppression to regain 
control - oppression which the antagonistic men translated into terms they could understand, 
namely "reverse sexism." The instructors fit Bump's oppressive professor to a tee (see above, 
p. 113) -- or at least agreed to Mr. Acker's taking on that role. Furthermore, a number of 
students (women, too) came to the class wanting to learn how men were affected by "reverse 
sexism." Since the instructors never addressed their concern and never acknowledged the 
power struggle or their own role in the conflict, these students 'learned' that "reverse sexism" 
was indeed a force to be reckoned with. 
Perhaps equally detrimental to the learning experience was the fact that the sexism 
around Ms. Strong as an isolated member of the team and an angry female authority figure 
never got addressed. A number of students, especially the men, 'learned' that angry women 
were hostile and biased against men -- as they had probably suspected. The general 
scapegoating of Ms. Strong and negative attitudes toward her anger may well have been a 
major reason why the female students never expressed anger toward the men in class. 
Allport explained the phenomenon of "groupthink," (see above, p. 89) which keeps a 
group of people from looking at unpleasant points of conflict. I believe this phenomenon was 
clearly manifested in Class A. In their apparent need to avoid taking responsibility for their 
mistakes, the instructors missed huge learning opportunities, both for the students and for 
themselves in future classes. Furthermore, the unspoken morass of unnamed realities created a 
black hole in the students' learning experience that caused everyone to distort their accounts of 
what happened, trying to waltz over and around it. 
A great deal of energy was diverted into challenging, being angry at, and then 
re-challenging the instructors — energy that should have been put into learning about sexism. 
And students were taken aback by Mr. Acker's "inappropriate" angry responses and by Ms. 
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Strong's seemingly biased anger toward the men. This not only lowered the trust level, which 
educators agree is so vital to diversity education (see above, p. 106), but damaged the 
instructors' value as mentors and role models. 
However, on the positive side, the instructors' reframe of the conflict as resulting from 
men's defensiveness and domination was so persistently and skillfully hammered home all 
weekend, that even the male challengers ended up hearing this important message through 
their ongoing wall of anger. As studies have shown, people are suggestible and will 
reinterpret the source of their anger according to new input (see above, p. 39); many of the 
female students seemed to completely adopt the instructors' perspective on the conflict. This 
was easy to do, since the male challengers did come across as defensive and dominating, 
especially after they were unfairly shut down and put down. Also, Ms. Strong was able to 
elicit constructive expressions of anger in the all-women's caucuses, and guide the female 
students to some understanding of their situation vis-a-vis men and sexism. 
d) Hindsight and Foresight 
Both the senior instructors felt that they did the best they could with an impossibly 
difficult group of male students, and that they brought the class "to the other shore." Ms. 
Strong thought that some of the constructive anger that accompanies women's learning did take 
place. Though she knew some women were intimidated by the men's anger, she thought it 
worthwhile that they saw the instructors control that anger. Mr. Cox worried that some of the 
men just vented their gripes during the male caucuses and never "got it," but that constructive 
anger brought a couple men to a "learning edge," thanks to the male instructors' guiding 
efforts. Both he and Ms. Strong felt that anger was crucial to this kind of learning. 
The senior instructors felt that they should have come down more authoritatively from 
the start, with more lectures, tighter structure, and a more thoroughly explained definition. Mr. 
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Cox, on the other hand, felt that a democratic and collaborative approach would have worked 
better. Evidently he thought that the angry confrontations could have and should have been 
avoided. Mr. Brady was the most critical of the authoritarian approach, and the most critical 
of using anger as a means of eliciting learning. He questioned whether students could learn 
what they were not ready to hear, and whether it was wrongfully manipulative to challenge 
them in ways that made them uncomfortable, just in order to make them "move" in their 
learning. His questions were to become more concrete points of debate in Class B. 
The Class B Instructors 
A Brief Review of the Cast 
Class B had the desirable power balance on its training team of one male and one 
female senior instructor, and one male and one female assistant instructor. All four instructors 
were Caucasian; all four came across as self confident, articulate, and seemingly at ease in the 
classroom and with each other. Both women were lesbians, around 30 years old, and both had 
previous experience teaching diversity classes (though only Ms. Almy had taught sexism). 
Ms. Almy was more empathetic, apologetic, and emotionally expressive; Ms. Birch was more 
straightforward and confrontational. They were friends, and talked through problems together 
during the weekend. If only Ms. Strong had had this kind of support! 
The men had less in common, but also worked well with each other. Mr. Reed, a gay 
man in his upper 20's, was an experienced diversity educator and residence director. The one 
heterosexual on the team, Mr. Smith was a psychologist in his low 40's, married, with 
children. As stated in Chapter IV, the men on the training team did not try to dominate, and 
let the balance of power fall toward the women. The team appeared more congenial and laid 
back than the Class A team, which seemed to help keep the atmosphere more relaxed. 
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Trouble behind the Scenes: 
Perspectives on How It All Went 
To all appearances, the four Class B instructors appeared to work together as a 
mutually respectful, supportive team with no elements of dissention or upset. But underneath 
the professional veneer, the various members of the team felt quite differently about their 
group dynamics. The men thought all was going well; the women were furious! 
Ms. Almv: Disappointment. Frustration. Collusion 
Ms. Almy found the weekend exasperating on a number of levels. First, she had 
expected enthusiastic collaboration from Mr. Reed, but instead felt during the design process 
that he was not even pulling his share of the load. Her dissatisfaction only grew stronger as 
the class got under way. Throughout the weekend and even afterward she felt that she was 
succumbing to her own collusion in sexism by continually rearranging her own schedule and 
workload to accommodate Mr. Reed. This made her furious at him and at herself. 
Ms. Almy also felt a great deal of frustration over all the energy and time she spent on 
teaching the men in the class -- especially since her expectations for the weekend were based 
on teaching all-women classes on sexism. Her resentment was exacerbated by the fishbowl 
activity, particularly when she realized that the women's fishbowls were not discussed at all 
due to the focus on the men's. The men's fishbowl also upset her on other grounds. An 
intensely egalitarian educator, she hated having to play the oppressor and vowed she would 
never do that activity again. She was also frustrated at the end of the weekend when it 
seemed to her that several women were still confused as to what sexism was all about. 
Ms. Almy said that her tendency with anger was typical for many women: to feel 
hurt, cry, and avoid confrontation. During the weekend she coped with her feelings by talking 
them through with Ms. Birch. Though she managed to confront Mr. Reed Sunday morning 
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about his Saturday morning slip-up, she evaded the issues in general and saved most of her 
anger for a surprise finale at the debriefing. 
An Angrv Ms. Birch Saves the Dav 
Ms. Birch had low expectations for the weekend: she had never taught sexism and 
was concerned about what might come up for her personally in the teaching process. It did 
not bode well that she had a low level of trust toward the two male instructors, who 
"triggered" her in various ways: she intensely disliked Mr. Reed's "patronizing" way of 
sounding "right" when he spoke - an aspect of his being a man, she thought, and a trait she 
was trying not to take on herself as a teacher. She had similar misgivings over Mr. Smith's 
more "touchy feely" approach to authority. Like Barb, she kept trying to interpret her anger as 
caused by "her own stuff," but this didn't help much. In any case, she did not feel there was 
time, space, or justification for bringing up her feelings with the men. 
Before the weekend, Ms. Birch felt that the other instructors were not really engaged 
in preparing the class, so she purposely went in with "low investment" on her own part. 
Despite this determination not to care, she started off Saturday morning "enraged" to find that 
the students were filing in but neither senior instructor was there and nothing was set up (Mr. 
Reed's assigned task). This set the mode for her having to take over and 'save the day.' She 
continued to be "furious" during the weekend — for instance, later that day when the other 
instructors ignored her request that they brainstorm on how to help Rose feel less isolated. 
Though she felt more comfortable with anger than any other emotion, Ms. Birch was 
an avowed past master at building walls around herself and covering up her feelings. As an 
assistant, she had planned to take a back seat on the team and be "mentored," but she found 
herself becoming so frustrated with the way things were or were not being run, that (in her 
mind) she finally took the lead Sunday during the lunchtime redesign session. More and more 
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resentful of the rest of the team, she put up those walls, concealed her anger, and played the 
independent hero -- re-energizing the class during the role plays and sweeping everyone 
toward an inspired conclusion. She came away disappointed in never having had "a sense of 
team," but feeling very good about her own role and skills as a facilitator. At the debriefing 
she amazed everyone, including her comrade-in-arms Ms. Almy — and including the highly 
gratified researcher - by revealing her anger and resentment toward them all, that apparently 
no one had suspected. 
Ms. Birch came away feeling basically good about her work and gratified to learn that 
a team could do a good job even if the internal elements weren't ideal. But she felt more 
ambiguous about what she did with her anger: 
I feel good about how I worked with the team, because it went smoothly. I mean I 
was suppressing what I was doing, but I didn't end up acting out in uncool ways. I 
was clear about what choices I was making. I didn't act out or do anything funky 
instead of doing something direct. I think I feel O.K. about that, but it would really 
give me pause to think about making that choice again. 
Mr. Smith would probably say otherwise about her underlying anger, and indeed kept trying to 
probe for evidence of its effects during the debriefing. 
Mr. Smith Wasn't Angrv... Well. Mavbe Just a Little 
Mr. Smith had been in a situation of what he considered destructive"male bashing" in 
a previous class he had taken, which made him determined as an educator to focus on getting 
men beyond feelings that blocked their learning and motivation: 
I remember this one poignant moment where this woman had said how disappointed 
she was in the white men, and this one guy who I consider a giant in legal services -- 
just really an incredible guy -- was sort of hunched over in his chair and said, "Beat 
me, kick me, but don't say you're disappointed in me... that's what my mother said!" 
And you could just tell that the men were in a space that was not gonna be very 
effective to bring about change; that they were primarily in guilt and shame. 
Unlike Mr. Acker and Mr. Cox, who got themselves into a situation of being attacked and 
feeling personally threatened and angered by the male students' defensive reactions, Mr. Smith 
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approached his teaching empathetically, actually sighing when he spoke about how it felt, as a 
man, to come into this kind of class: "You don't like to come and feel like you're the villain. 
I knew that some of the information that's imparted clearly is gonna have that effect." 
At first Mr. Smith said that the only anger he felt during the weekend was limited to 
the level of "frustration." He was frustrated over trying to "read" how the men of color were 
doing and was afraid they were turned off, especially by the men's fishbowl experience. But 
he felt very good about his role in turning their feelings of "outrage" toward empathy for 
women's experience. However, when it came out in the debriefing that Ms. Birch had felt 
angry all her colleagues, including himself, and that she felt heroic about her role in single- 
handedly pulling the class together, he started to recollect feeling some real anger after all. 
In the debriefing, Mr. Smith was evidently stunned to leam of the women's anger. He 
had enjoyed the team and felt that they all contributed and worked very well together, with 
none of the common problems of rivalry or mistrust. He allowed that he had felt slightly 
irritated Saturday morning when Mr. Reed didn't bring in the newsprints like he had promised. 
But he felt that was an insignificant flaw, considering Mr. Reed's excellent contributions 
during the rest of the weekend (this had also been the researchers observation). 
Most surprising -- and undoubtedly aggravating — to Mr. Smith, was Ms. Birch's 
statement that she took over during the instructors' lunch on Sunday to restructure processing 
the men's fishbowl. His perception was that he himself took over and came up with the 
structure for processing the men's fishbowl; he diplomatically suggested that perhaps Ms. Birch 
did not notice this because he was working tried so hard not to come on too strong and force 
his leadership on the women. Perhaps inspired by the women's expressions of anger — or 
more likely, actually riled by Ms. Birch's claims and confrontational attitude -- Mr. Smith 
revealed at the debriefing that he did feel anger in class, after all. He said that he became 
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angry during the men's fishbowl because he felt that Ms. Birch was "enjoying making the men 
squirm." He did not express this anger in class or in person, but now asked Ms. Birch to 
consider the effect she had on him, and suggested that in future activities she make it clearer 
that she was role playing rather than acting out of misdirected anger (which would have the 
effect of making her teaching as oppressive as Mr. Acker's of Class A). 
Mr. Reed: Rashomon Revisited 
By sunny contrast, in his interview (prior to the notorious debriefing), Mr. Reed said 
that he thoroughly enjoyed the weekend and had a "great time" with the training team. He 
allowed that he had some conversations with Ms. Almy before and during the weekend about 
how he needed to "see the larger picture" and complete his tasks in order to "put pieces of this 
larger picture in place." (The researcher did not fully understand his euphemistic imagery until 
he was attacked at the debriefing.) As for Ms. Almy, he noticed that she was "very angry" 
during the weekend, but he thought her anger was caused by the women students' "resistance" 
to dealing with their feelings and learning about sexism. 
Mr. Reed said that the only time that he personally felt angry during the weekend was 
when he realized that the class had spent all their time processing the men's fishbowl and had 
ignored the women's fishbowls. The researcher remembered that he pointed this out to the 
class during the go-around after lunch, and that at least one woman was disturbed by that 
realization. But strangely, Mr. Reed now said that his anger at that time was so intense that he 
felt "livid" — furious at both the men and the women in the class for the oversight. The fact 
that he blamed the students rather than himself or his fellow instructors (though he may have 
been including them in the general accusation) was no less strange than the exaggerated 
account of his anger. He went on to say that this was the most moving point in the weekend 
for him, especially because Kim later thanked him "tearfully" for mentioning it. To the 
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researcher, his tale of wrath and heroism came across as more bizarre than valid - particularly 
since the men's fishbowl activity was his own brainchild. What was his motive for concocting 
such a tale? Was he feeling guilty, even before the debriefing came down on him, for his low 
level of involvement in the weekend? The tale of anger came across as a nice example of 
Averill's concept of "illusory anger" (see above, p. 32). 
Whatever the case, at the debriefing a week later, Mr. Reed was confronted with angry 
accusations from both women. Whether or not this came as a surprise, he did not deny his 
lack of enthusiasm and acknowledged that he let them down in various ways. He explained 
that he came to the class "burned out" from a previous weekend that was overly stressful and 
time-consuming, and apologized for not being able to give himself fully to this one. 
What about Anger toward the Students? 
The instructors felt very few instances of anger toward the students during the course 
of the weekend, and expressed even less. Ms. Almy and Ms. Birch had both been through 
teaching experiences where they had expressed anger strongly toward a student and regretted 
it; they did not want to repeat the experience. Ms. Almy, for instance, said she had expressed 
anger at a student for not learning what she wanted him to learn, and felt that her doing so 
then made him too defensive to learn. She concluded, "if my anger comes out that way as a 
facilitator, it's not helpful for a person's learning. So as a facilitator, I think I have to manage 
my anger differently." 
Interestingly, the one instructor who felt she had the most difficulty expressing anger 
was the only one who visibly expressed anger toward a student. Ms. Almy's most evident and 
impactful anger took the form of outrage or accusatory anger against James for harping on 
women's self defense rather than men's education and reform. Along with a number of 
students, she was taken aback at the way she "jumped on" him and felt that she "needed to 
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apologize to him." Fortunately, her cause was taken up by other women and became an 
important point of learning. Otherwise, she became frustrated with Glenda and others who did 
not seem to be "getting it," but she dealt with the feeling by talking to her co-instructors. She 
said she also became "angry" during the men's fishbowl that the men were taking up so much 
time, when the women's fishbowls had only had 10 minutes apiece. She expressed this anger 
to the women afterwards in their caucus group. 
Of all the emotions, Ms. Birch said she felt most comfortable with anger. Despite this 
fact, she did not feel much anger at all toward the students -- perhaps because she was so 
emotionally involved in feeling anger toward her fellow instructors. For one thing, James had 
been the recipient of her outrage in a previous class; since she "knew what to expect from 
him," he didn't "get to" her in this class. She did express very mild irritation with Tod 
Sunday morning when she had to ask him a second time not to take up so much of his 
homework group's listening time. As we observed, her admonition slid right off his back, but 
it did have a ripple effect on the women in the group, stirring up a little anger against Tod - 
but even more protective anger on his behalf. 
Mr. Reed felt that "knowing my own power as a facilitator" it was important for him 
not to express anger toward students and thereby "shut people down." When he felt a certain 
amount of anger - which sounded more like embarrassed irritation - at James during a men's 
caucus session, he did not confront him. Instead, for every remark James made that expressed 
resistance toward seeing sexism as a societal problem, Mr. Reed "role modeled" the views he 
considered right by saying the opposite of whatever James had said. He saw this as a more 
"constructive way" to express his anger, rather than making challenges and provoking 
defensive arguments. 
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Mr. Smith reported that he did not feel anger toward any of the students. He said that 
he "felt irritated" a couple of times at men who were taking too much airtime, or when he saw 
people "kind of checking out." He did not express his feelings because he believed that "when 
you're leading a group, you're a model... trying to facilitate people's learning and getting in 
touch with themselves." Irritation did not rate; he would only express anger if he had a 
"pedagogical reason" ~ "because I want to model something or I want to reveal something 
about myself to move the process along." He said that sometimes he might get pushed too far 
and blow up, but that this would be highly unusual. 
Perspectives on Student Anger 
Conflicting Views on the Men's Fishbowl 
The instructors' votes for and against the men's fishbowl activity were three to one, 
with Ms. Almy representing the dissenting opinion. She liad gone along with the activity 
because Mr. Reed had recommended it as "really powerful." As it turned out, die disliked it 
intensely and vowed she would never again put students on the spot like that. She felt that the 
activity put too much blame on "those specific men" who had, after all, come on good faith to 
learn about sexism. Furthermore, she did not believe it was necessary to oppress a group of 
agents in order to make them understand what oppression was like for the targets. On the 
positive side, she did concede that it was "very helpful in getting out an emotional piece." 
However, she expressed hope that this could be done in other activities like the gender box, 
which brought out facts and feelings about socialization without "doing the blaming thing." 
Ms. Birch had never done the men's fishbowl exercise and ended up loving it. She 
recognized that it was difficult for people, especially the men, but she felt that it was an 
important learning tool. Uncomfortable as it was, she was convinced that the instructors 
provided enough support to keep it from becoming a devastating experience for anyone. She 
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thought the controversy it provoked created a worthwhile discussion between women who 
liked it and women who were opposed to it, and finally got people engaged in the learning 
process. As for the men, unlike Ms. Almy, she felt that people in agent groups "who live with 
privilege their entire lives are not going to get it until it's in their face." 
Along with the male students, Mr. Smith became quite upset and defensively angry 
during the men's fishbowl, though this only showed up as discomfort. As noted, part of his 
reaction came from suspecting that Ms. Birch was enjoying her role of oppressor and venting 
misplaced anger on them. Mr. Smith's preferred means of dealing with his anger was to 
"vent" in a safe place -- shout, slam pillows, and so forth. Obviously there was no place to do 
that in class, so he released his anger by discussing the women's apparent hostility in the men's 
caucus after the fishbowl (in general terms, not blaming Ms. Reed specifically). He was able 
to rise beyond his own feelings and appreciate its pedagogical value. In fact, he declared that 
"for the men it was probably the most crucial part of the weekend." For one thing, the anger 
and upset that it provoked finally brought the two Asian men out of their shells in the men's 
caucus and got them talking. Furthermore, he was convinced that he was able, in their 
caucus, to help all the men "make the connection from how they felt at that instant to how 
women feel so much of the time." 
Mr. Reed was the one who recommended the men's fishbowl activity and, since he had 
participated in it before, he was less affected by it personally. Perhaps also as a gay man, he 
felt less at fault around issues that exploited women. Actually, it is hard to know how he 
really felt about this activity because he contradicted himself so much during the interview. 
At one point he declared that the men's fishbowl was the most powerful part of the class: the 
male students were "outraged," and he felt good about his role in getting them to move 
through their anger toward empathy for women. But at another point he simply shrugged it 
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off and expressed something more like impatience: "I wasn't moved by the men's upset - 
partly because I've done it before and my thinking was 'suck it up and move on!"' Again, he 
seemed most interested in his tale of heroic wrath. He declared that what really impacted him 
was the fact that the class did not discuss the women's "anger" from their fishbowls. Actually 
the women did not express anger in their fishbowls so much as discuss their fears, so again 
his story seemed to be less about the class events than about redirecting his unnamed feelings 
of guilt outward onto everyone else (the defensive technique called "projection"). 
The Design Modification for Processing the Fishbowl 
Because so much anger and conflicting emotion had come up during the single-sex 
caucuses, the instructors adjourned the class early for lunch so they could decide how the class 
should process all the upset. Mr. Reed was apparently the least concerned about this or 
wanting to avoid the issue altogether, because he tried to leave the other instructors and have 
lunch by himself. The infuriated women insisted that he stay. Ms. Birch was evidently the 
one who pushed for a redesign: "Everybody's emotional now... what are we going to do?" 
The instructors agreed that if the students were left with a lot of unresolved emotions 
like anger and resentment, then they would not be able to continue their learning process. Ms. 
Almy felt that it was important "that the men hear the women from both sides": 
There were some women who said they really didn't like this activity, and I think it 
was important for the men to hear that. And it was important for the men to hear 
Nora say "I'm really angry, and this has helped me realize this anger!" I think men 
need to hear women's anger. And I think women need to hear women's anger. 
Mr. Smith's main concern was that the men not get stuck in their resentment (which he termed 
"outrage" over unjust blame and mistreatment). He jokingly said that it would take "two-and- 
a-half days" to process it all, but he then came up with the plan to get the feelings out in a 
safely structured way so that people could move on with relatively little time and turmoil. 
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In hindsight, all four thought that while the solution was not ideal, it worked pretty 
well. The two assistant instructors (who pushed for a new plan) were especially positive about 
the outcome. Mr. Smith felt that the proof of the plan's success was that the students did not 
shut down: "People weren't so pissed that they couldn't function in the next activity." Ms. 
Birch also felt that "we moved on and the group moved with us, so it felt like it worked." 
The two senior instructors expressed the most dissatisfaction with their decision to 
impose structure. They seemed to come from a different planet than the senior instructors in 
Class A. Mr. Reed disliked the tight control they imposed on processing "such a powerful 
exercise that can really bring up a lot of stuff for folks": 
It's O.K. for me to let things be a little bit messy. I think that it's sometimes with 
messiness that we uncover more things than we had originally anticipated. So I would 
set aside two hours in caucus groups and an hour as an all group. I think that would 
be really constructive. 
Ms. Almy disliked the authoritarian feel of the control they imposed on the group, and 
wondered in retrospect about the why they "wanted to manage the emotions" so much: 
I actually think it went well, but in some cases it makes me wonder what didn’t get 
said. Because we controlled it. I don't like to be authoritarian and that feels really 
authoritarian when people are controlling what can be said. I don't know what it 
would have been like if we had done it as an open discussion.... I wonder if we were 
trying to control people's anger. 
She thought that perhaps part of her own desire to control the discussion was that she did not 
want to waste yet more time hearing about men's anger. She wanted to work more exclusively 
with women's anger, which was so crucial to their learning. 
The Instructors Talk about Anger and the Learning Process 
Ms. Almv 
Ms. Almy felt that "anger needs to be expressed, otherwise it gets painfully "stuck in 
the body," and also that getting it out can be constructive -- "if you can figure out how to 
express it in a way that doesn't slam others." She believed that anger is socially conditioned 
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according to gender: men's emotions "get funneled into anger because they're taught that 
anger is the only appropriate emotion. And women are taught all these other emotions, but 
we're never allowed to funnel them into anger. We have to internalize them - or cry." 
Her belief was at least partly based on personal experience. She said that her mother 
never expressed anger except through "the silent treatment"; her father was the opposite. She 
and her brother dubbed their father "the madman" due to his periodic, semi-violent angiy 
outbursts. Because of the fears this brought up in her, her own reaction to anger (which she 
was trying hard to overcome) was to run away from it. She had a hard time identifying anger 
in herself, and even if she was able to do so, would generally find herself crying as a response 
— which felt totally inappropriate and consequently made her angry at herself as well. 
Ms. Almy felt that anger was very important in oppression education, because it was 
the flip side of pain, which people generally covered up 
Behind the anger is pain, and I think that it's important for people to see pain, because 
we hide pain. I oftentimes have said to people that an agent seems to understand 
oppression from the head down to the heart, but a target always feels it from the heart, 
and then understands it in their head. So as an agent, to get it in my heart I have to 
see the feelings and feel the feelings of others. 
She said that she the instructors were all frustrated on Saturday because there seemed to be 
"no feelings" coming up: the class felt "emotionless." So they were relieved that the fishbowl 
brought up strong reactions, even though Ms. Almy still felt strongly that there should be 
better ways to bring up emotions without oppressing the men. For one thing, she felt that for 
women, sharing their stories of oppression was the best way to bring out the issues and engage 
them emotionally in their learning. 
Ms. Birch 
Ms. Birch also stressed that "underneath the anger is hurt." For this reason, though, 
she stressed that anger was a "real emotion in and of itself," she felt that anger generally 
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"serves to mask other stuff": "It's a safer emotion to show, on the surface, instead of getting 
into the vulnerable stuff of being hurt or being afraid or whatever." Because she grew up in a 
family that she described as basically emotionless except for periodic yelling, she herself felt 
more at home with anger than with other emotions. However, her initial reaction to feelings 
was to suppress them completely - or at least never reveal them. 
Like Ms. Almy, Ms. Birch felt that anger is societally genderized, but she felt that her 
own socialization was "closer to what our gender stereotypes are for men, so it may be that 
that's protected me from having the experiences that a lot of women have had." Since she was 
so comfortable with anger and conflict, and because she felt she had learned the most about 
herself from people getting angry at her, she thought that anger and conflict were the best way 
for people to really learn: 
I understand that there are ways that expressing anger inhibits people's learning, but I 
don't think catering to that is the answer. I think some intense learning experiences 
come out of seeing somebody be angry, by being angry yourself or having somebody 
be mad at you." 
Reminiscent of Hochschild's views on emotional development and classism (see 
Chapter III), Ms. Birch also felt that the suppression of anger was an aspect of classism in that 
the lower classes express anger freely, the oppressive classes manage and suppress it: 
"dominant middle class American culture can't tolerate anger in any form whatsoever, and I 
think that's oppressive." Therefore she considered it vitally important in a class on oppression 
to challenge this rule and to teach people how to include anger in their learning experience: 
If we spent more time working on emotional literacy for emotions, that would do a lot 
towards improving the education that we provide in the public schools.... When 
somebody becomes angry it presents an opportunity to get that emotion out for that 
individual, educate others about things that make people angry, and talk about "What 
do you do with anger? What are appropriate ways to deal with it?" So I think that 
anger in particular is a really powerful tool for learning. 
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She did feel that "there are ways that it's okay and not okay" to express anger in the 
classroom, and she was still working that out: 
I think the classroom tactic needs to be focused on the issue, not the person, and at the 
same time I feel that's the middle class value again. You know, I might be totally 
angry with you and that should be okay, and there should be a way to talk about it 
that's okay. I think that the challenge isn't so much learning how to express anger as it 
is how to receive anger. If that was a skill that we could teach people, then I think the 
expression would come easier. 
Mr. Smith 
Mr. Smith had quite a complex theory on anger that he had alluded to in class. 
Basically, he felt that "outrage" grew out of a sense of disconnection with the originally 
"intelligent, zestful, loving" self that we all start out with, and that this disconnection came 
about due to various ways we are oppressed from childhood on up. At first, as in the class, he 
tried to distinguish this legitimate and necessary outrage from mere anger, which occurred over 
smaller issues; but as he talked he began to wonder if all anger is based on some sense of 
outrage. In any event, he felt that a lot of anger goes back to childhood injustices, even if it is 
triggered by current happenings, and that people need to vent their anger by screaming, 
beating things, and generally getting it out in a safe setting such as therapy. 
This theory was an interesting one, but in the researcher's opinion it seemed to allow 
him to deflect the blame back onto the angry person rather than focus on the issue at hand: 
You see people overreact to certain things, and in fact it's something long ago and way 
back that they're reacting to. But you get it now, because you did something which 
brought up all those feelings. And you may have no idea that what you did or why it 
did, and you thought you were totally innocent, and then you get upset because the 
reaction seems totally inappropriate. 
For example, when Belinda expressed anger over his distinction between outrage and anger, 
he acknowledged that this made him feel "on some level defensive," but he decided that her 
anger was actually caused not by him but by injustices she'd been realizing all weekend. 
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And so there was a part of me that just wanted to go over and just honor it and say it's 
appropriate and "You're right! This is outrageous! And it shouldn't exist in the world 
and it should be stopped!" And let her scream, or pound, or whatever. And also just 
feeling defensive and wanting to explain to her "No, you didn't really understand what 
I was saying. I'm really on your side." 
This way of 'understanding' the angry person rather than listening to the message is another 
version of the Class A instructors attributing the cause of the male students' anger entirely to 
their defensiveness, rather than taking any share of the blame. 
Interestingly, Mr. Smith said that aside from Belinda, he did not see much anger 
coming from the women students. Did this mean that the male students did not hear the 
women's anger either? In any case, he knew that the men were "pissed" about the fishbowl, 
and again, was delighted that this anger brought the men of color out of their silence. Like the 
other instructors, he felt it was "essential for anger to be expressed in these classes": 
I think especially for members of the agent group it's important that they get back in 
touch with that human part of themselves, and for members of the target group that 
they find a safe place to be able to express their anger and outrage. Because it's not 
healthy for them to repress it. I think it's impossible to do effective work here until 
you somehow experience that and get to some kind of resolution with it. And it 
clearly becomes the task of the facilitators to help people move through it and not get 
shut down or stay in it. 
Mr. Reed 
Mr. Reed's theory about anger was more pragmatic: "There is frustration at not seeing 
necessarily the picture one wants to see... movement is not there in the way it could be, should 
be, needs to be. So over time, frustration turns into anger; it's another level of emotion past 
frustration." He felt that anger mainly stems from our being "oppressed" by others and feeling 
cut off from "our natural sense of self" that is beautiful and intelligent. Obviously then, for 
him as well, anger was a vital element in oppression education. Unlike Mr. Smith, who was 
apparently too focused on the men to notice the women's anger, he confirmed the expression 
of anger by the female students during the weekend. He was particularly excited about Nora 
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as "the archetypal angry woman", though here again he seemed more interested in relating the 
story as evidence of his own heroic role in the learning experience: 
She reexamined within the course of two days a lot of incidents in her life, and the 
natural result of that was a real sense of anger. And she moved along the 
developmental thing, right into Active Resistance! And she was also very honest 
about sharing that out, and, what was great for me as a instructor, was knowing that 
for her the space was safe for her to express those feelings. 
In Answer to Our Question 
a) Anger Within and Anger Without 
The Class B instructors' stories of anger centered around two issues: their own anger 
within the team that created tensions behind the scenes and finally erupted in the debriefing, 
and the men's fishbowl activity which stirred up the male students' defensive anger and the 
female students' conflicting anger. Their own personal anger seemed almost to overshadow 
the students' anger in the instructors' minds and (in the researcher's mind) became the most 
fascinating part of the debriefing. 
Sexism and Anger on the Instructional Teams 
The female instructors carried anger inside them against the male instructors, 
particularly Mr. Reed, throughout the teaching project. Their anger was caused by issues 
related to sexism: the men's superior attitudes or air of being right, Mr. Reed's persistence in 
placing his own needs first and forcing the women — especially Ms. Almy — to continually 
have to accommodate or refuse to accommodate. Interestingly, the female instructors' anger 
against their male colleagues was as intense as that of their female students against their male 
peers. The parallel is even more fascinating due to the fact that they were able, like their 
students, to recognize and express their anger at least to the researcher, and ultimately to 
confront the men with their anger during the debriefing, and hold them accountable ~ Mr. 
Reed in particular. 
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This parallel becomes even more interesting when compared to Class A, where neither 
Ms. Strong nor her female students were able to express anger toward their male peets and 
hold them accountable. In her interview Ms. Strong only expressed her dependency on Mr. 
Acker; in the debriefing she told him she would like to talk to him some time about how 
working with him affected her, since he did not want to talk about it then. She recognized 
that she gave more of her power away to him than she "probably should have," but seemed to 
accept this collusion as a built-in gender given ("a girl and boy thing") rather than as an aspect 
of sexism that should be dealt with. 
Understanding and Dealing with the Students7 Anger 
Apart from the anger within their team, the men's fishbowl was the hot topic for the 
Class B instructors. They all felt that this activity finally raised the emotional tenor enough to 
activate some real learning, and amazingly, managed to pull it off without becoming the 
targets of the male students' and protective female students' anger (as surely would have 
happened in Class A). The collaborative approach paid off: because the instructors had the 
women plan and conduct the exercise — in effect, take collective responsibility for grilling the 
men — the students kept the blame and anger more or less among themselves. The instructors 
were not attacked, did not have to react defensively, and therefore were able to focus on 
helping the students understand and learn from their anger. Mr. Smith did feel some defensive 
anger while in the fishbowl, but turned this into protective anger and empathy for the male 
students. In the single-sex caucuses afterward, he and Mr. Reed concentrated their energy on 
helping the men get past their defensiveness and guilt, while the women instructors helped the 
women give expression to their accusatory and/or protective anger. The one time when Mr. 
Smith was the target of student anger (Belinda's, over his statement that the men's anger 
qualified as "outrage"), he reasoned it away as a case of misdirected anger. 
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b) Influences on How the Instructors Reacted 
Angry Women 
Personal backgrounds and attitudes toward anger definitely influenced them in this 
work. They had both had unrewarding experiences as teachers using confrontational anger 
against students, so they were very circumspect about reacting angrily toward the men or the 
"resistant" women in this class for fear of shutting them down. (Of course, who knows how 
they would have reacted if they had been attacked by a strong male contingent like the 
instructors in Class A!) Ms. Almy's angry feelings were further tempered by her conciliatory 
attitude. Several times during the weekend, when the women were getting into blaming men 
for sexism, she chose to soften their attacks; several times, when she could have challenged 
resistant views, she chose to validate them. 
On the other hand, both women wanted to encourage constructive anger in the women. 
Throughout the weekend they helped the women pay attention to anger: acknowledge it, 
express it, affirm its validity (whether in defense of men or against them), and even confront 
the men with it. Ms. Birch did so with ease, since she felt personally comfortable with 
confrontational anger and believed it crucial to diversity education. And it may well be that 
Ms. Almy's struggle to overcome her personal difficulty in expressing anger enhanced her 
excellent role modeling and encouragement of angry responses in the female students. 
Perhaps their suppressed feelings of anger toward their male peers also affected their 
teaching. Ms. Birch felt that she did not "act out or do anything funky" because of it, but 
there was no denying her enthusiasm for the men's fishbowl exercise! Also, it is possible that 
Ms. Almy's anger over Mr. Reed's vaguely sexist attitude prompted her to react with anger 
against various aspects of sexism as the weekend went on, and to encourage the women to feel 
the same and put that anger in center front stage. 
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Preoccupied Men 
After teaching a stressful class a week or two prior to this one, Mr. Reed was 
evidently preoccupied with wanting to skim effortlessly through this one, avoiding trouble at 
all costs. He apparently felt some impatience with the male students' complaints about the 
fishbowl ("just suck it up"), but did not want to bring on difficulties, so never confronted 
them. Instead, he "role modeled" right attitudes by giving his own opinion in opposition to 
wrong ones. Both he and Mr. Smith were very much aware of their "power" as instructors 
and, unlike Mr. Acker in Class A, did not want to abuse this power. They both felt that their 
anger would only "shut down" potential learning. Mr. Smith was even more empathetic and 
patient in working with the men to get beyond their defensive anger and guilt. In fact, he was 
quite preoccupied with protecting the male students, due to his previous experience in a class 
where men were reportedly shut down by "male bashing." Mr. Smith was also very much 
aware of his power as an older male, vis-a-vis the female instructors, and held himself in 
check all weekend in order to give them the lead. 
In fact, they were both so skilled at counseling and understanding student anger, and 
both so caught up in their own agendas, that what little anger did get expressed toward them 
was easily deflected: the discomfort in the fishbowl, Belinda's displeasure with Mr. Smith's 
theory, Ms. Alm/s anger over Mr. Reed's various shortcomings. And since the female 
instructors did not dump the full load of their anger until the debriefing, the two men sailed 
blithely through the weekend, aggravating but unaggravated, basically doing a very fine job. 
c) Look Ma, No Black Holes 
There was definitely anger going on behind the scenes and under the table in Class B, 
but there were no hidden power games to cover over as in Class A. The instructors worked 
hard to establish a collaborative, egalitarian learning environment and to maintain it by 
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acknowledging anger and providing a safe, contained structure for its expression. The lesson 
in oppression was planned and handed over to the students rather than unknowingly used 
against them without ever being recognized as such. Furthermore, the female instructors were 
aware of the effects of sexism in the instructional team and (in contrast to Ms. Strong's 
situation) since power was so well balanced on the team, they were able to get angry over this 
and ultimately get it out in the opera In other words, there was no insidious sexism being 
played out among the role models, which might encourage misogynistic anger to be focused 
on the female instructors. Student anger remained focused on the class and on issues rather 
than becoming diverted onto the instructors. The men's anger was kept in the wings; the 
women were encouraged to experience and ultimately affirm their own anger by expressing it. 
d) Hindsight, Foresight 
Trouble-Shooting on the Instructional Team 
Mr. Smith remained happy with his experience of teaching with this group of 
instructors; Mr. Reed acknowledged that he needed to be more present, or at least explain why 
he wasn't. Both women came away convinced that more time needed to be allowed for 
processing group dynamics on the team so that griefs could be aired and dealt with before and 
during the weekend rather than waiting for the debriefing. Ms. Almy realized that she needed 
to be more forthright with colleagues in the future. Happily, Ms. Birch realized that a team 
could function well together even if the interpersonal dynamics were flawed. The women 
probably could have enjoyed the teaching experience a great deal more if they had not been 
furious all weekend, but perhaps their anger helped fuel the female students' anger. Certainly, 
it motivated Ms. Birch on Sunday afternoon to heroically leap into a rather sodden group of 
students and re-charge their batteries. 
365 
Working with Student Anger 
Again, the vote was three to one in favor of the men's fishbowl. Both the women felt 
strongly that anger was crucial to the learning process for women in a class on sexism, but 
they disagreed on the method of activating it. Ms. Almy was glad that the men's fishbowl 
activity finally brought up emotions in an otherwise seemingly unresponsive class, but she felt 
equally strongly that the oppressive nature of the activity was unethical and caused too much 
distress and discomfort. She also felt that it took too much time and energy away from the 
women's learning process. In a word, she recommended finding more collaborative ways to 
bring out anger, like the gender box activity. 
Ms. Birch, whose comfort level with anger and confrontation was equal to the men's, 
thought the men's fishbowl was an excellent tool that provided the pivotal learning experience 
for the entire weekend. Despite his own discomfort, Mr. Smith agreed with Mr. Reed and Ms. 
Birch that the activity was the key to engaging people and to opening up the men who had 
remained silent. As for the aftermath: he and Ms. Birch both favored the structured approach 
they had devised for airing people's feelings afterward, while the senior instructors felt that it 
might be more worthwhile to let people discuss their feelings together for a longer amount of 
time rather than trying to "manage" their anger. 
In this chapter I have explored the instructors' stories: comparing viewpoints, 
examining inconsistencies, exploring how their theories and attitudes affected their teaching 
experience, and considering their recommendations and conclusions. Further analysis of the 
instructors' role in the anger/leaming process will be presented in Chapter X, as I draw my 
own conclusions on their work. 
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CHARTER X 
ANGER AND THE LEARNING EXPERIENCE: CONCLUSIONS 
Great evil has been done on earth by people 
who think they have all the answers.1 
Introduction 
Ostensibly, the goal of this chapter is to come up with some definitive answers to the 
questions put forth in Chapter I. But I would like to begin by emphasizing that there are no 
easy answers to such complex issues, and I certainly do not presume to hold the key to right 
and wrong regarding anger in the learning process. Just as the Class A and B instructors did 
not agree on the anger that came up and how it should be handled, intrepid readers who have 
persevered this far will not necessarily agree with my findings and suggestions. With this 
understanding, I will now attack our set of research questions with bold, intellectual abandon - 
-- and perhaps a dash of vexation. My intent is not to repeat summaries and answers already 
presented. Rather, I will focus on themes that came up, in order to make connections and 
draw conclusions. The contents of this chapter are structured around our set of questions: 
1) What kinds of anger come up in a class on sexism, and are there observable 
differences based on gender? 
2) What kinds of anger do male and female students report experiencing in the class 
and how does the anger facilitate or impede their learning? 
3) How do instructors experience and deal with anger in the classroom, and what do 
they conclude from their teaching experience? 
4) How can teachers help make anger a constructive experience, especially for women 
learning about sexism? 
5) Does anger tie in with sexism, especially for women? 
'Ruby Plenty Chiefs, in Lynn V. Andrews, Crystal Woman (1987). In Maggio, 1992. 
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Question #1: The Researchers Story... Findings on Observable An per 
We saw in Chapter VI that there were striking similarities between the two classes in 
the kinds of anger that came up during the course of the weekends. However, we also 
witnessed a striking difference: In Class A the men's anger exploded and captured center 
stage; in Class B men's anger was kept largely in the wings, and the women got some time 
under the spotlights to talk about their anger. I will now break this general observation down 
into specific findings. 
Kinds, Causes, and Gender Differences 
Three Faces of Anger! 
Lewis' "two faces of anger" (see above, p. 97) appeared in both classes, in predictable 
manifestations according to gender and levels of awareness around issues of sexism. The 
defensive face of anger came up in both men and women who did not want to believe that 
sexism was still an operational force in society or that it had anything to do with them 
personally. (Their attitudes could be said to indicate the "lacunae" and "fetishes" of individual 
knowledge systems striving for self preservation, as discussed in Chapter IV.) Most folks 
expressed this resistance to learning in milder forms than outright anger — with argument or 
protest. In Class A, for example, Kim insisted with vigor but apparently without anger that 
her domestic roles were not sexist, and Omar asserted, seemingly without anger, that it was his 
right to enjoy looking at scantily clad women in ads. In Class B Glenda expressed her 
enjoyment of the privileges that being a 'lady' offered, and Evelyn asserted that she could 
make it on her own by competing with men. Of course, these people might have felt angry 
and chosen not to reveal their feelings. 
As in the studies detailed in Chapter IV, the students' resistance appeared to stem from 
very predictable expectations that both men and women brought to class: the myth of 
368 
individual success, the idea that sexism is a thing of the past, the belief that gender roles and 
privileges are just naturally 'the way things are.' Along with these expectations and beliefs, 
many students believed that if sexism did still exist, it was a two-way oppression, affecting 
men as adversely as women. They came to class hoping that the men would be exonerated as 
'good guys' and shown to be victims of sexism, and became angry when this did not happen. 
They were also afraid that 'malebashing' would take place, and were therefore ready to 
interpret any criticisms of the men as evidence of female hostility. The men also exhibited 
irritability over lost gender guidelines and what they perceived as double standards — which 
again made them feel victimized by sexism. In both classes the defensive face of anger was 
largely expressed by men; women who exhibited resistance toward learning generally did so in 
non-angry ways. 
In both classes the positive face of anger showed up among women as some students 
countered the defensive maneuvers and/or began making some connections. As women started 
to 'get if they expressed anger over the many ways sexism affected their lives and hurt women 
in general. However, constructive anger came up differently for women in the two classes. 
The women in Class A expressed some anger about sexism in their single-sex caucuses, but 
never so that the men could hear it and be held accountable. Once the conflict had been 
squelched and then processed in the check-ins after lunch, the women seemed determined to 
keep peace at all costs. By contrast, the women in Class B discussed and explored their own 
anger throughout the weekend, and finally some women became angry enough at the men to 
confront them and hold them accountable. 
The third face that I would like to add is protective anger -- largely a female 
phenomenon, which is a vigorous outgrowth of caretaking. In Class A Marge and Phyllis rose 
up boldly and righteously in defense of the beleaguered men; in Class B Maureen and Evelyn 
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discussed together their anger over Ms. Almy's attack on James, while Barb led a vigorous 
angry campaign to protect the hapless males from their fishbowl ordeal. Protective anger took 
place mostly on behalf of men, though not necessarily. In Class A Edward rose up in defense 
of both the female students and the instructors, and Ms. Strong's reaction to the Saturday 
morning attack was motivated partly by her wanting to protect the female students. 
Other Causes of Note 
Time, place, and circumstances caused anger to come up differently in the two classes. 
Current events seemed to play a role in setting the stage for anger. We saw that the males in 
Class A were evidently more anxious and irritable than those in Class B, possibly due to the 
Bobbitt case and the current backlash against feminism. Likewise, the females in Class A 
seemed even more reluctant than those in Class B to identify with feminism or appear critical 
of men. A number of Class A students were also more sensitive about the issue of "political 
correctness" and ready to rebel against any signs of censorship. By contrast, though students 
in Class B were still prejudiced against feminists, the "P. C." controversy and the backlash 
seemed somewhat dissipated by this time. Instead, the Oklahoma City bombing and male 
violence had put aggressive men in a worse light than aggressive women. 
Class A fell early in the semester when cold weather and high levels of academic 
energy made people more emotionally involved in their learning -- as opposed to the beautiful 
late spring weather, academic burn-out, and fatigue that probably made Class B more prone to 
apathy than anger. Furthermore, Class A's large, assertive, and mostly resistant group of men 
(which included two confrontational men — Lon and Carlos) made angry conflict more likely 
than in Class B, where the male contingent was small, the men of color were reticent, and the 
older white men were sympathetic to feminism. 
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The Instructors' Role in Bringing up Anger 
Teaching styles appeared to have a great impact on what kind of anger came up. The 
instructors in Class A inadvertently brought on the conflagration of male anger by encouraging 
a debate mode, coming on too strong with "banking education" kinds of statements (see above, 
p. 93), ignoring male concerns about "reverse sexism," attacking, and finally silencing the 
men. Without realizing it, they caused the male students to experience the very facets of 
oppression they were talking about: someone more powerful defining reality and calling the 
shots. In doing so, the Class A instructors made themselves the targets of student anger, and 
diverted the students' energy and attention from the message to the messengers. After 
Saturday morning the instructors managed to keep the men's anger in check, but since the 
men's issues of "reverse sexism" were never addressed to their satisfaction, the male anger 
remained and resurfaced periodically — e.g. when the instructors censored Dreamworlds, and 
when the men got a chance to 'tell it like it is' in their fishbowl. Though the instructors 
managed to regain and maintain control, fear of possible recurrence of male anger seemed to 
cast a shadow over the rest of the weekend. 
In Class B the instructors carefully established trust and the kind of "co-intentionality 
and co-involvement" propounded by Freire (see above, p. 94) before purposefully setting up a 
situation geared to challenge the men and bring up anger in both sexes. When anger did come 
up, they kept the men's anger contained, processing it in the safety of single-sex caucuses and 
then in a tightly structured all-class framework. This safety from male anger, and the fact that 
the two female instructors encouraged the women all along to feel, express, and discuss anger, 
appeared to allow a space for women's anger. A number of women in Class B were able to 
express anger about and even to the men in an attempt to hold them accountable. Since the 
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instructors put the students in charge of the controversial men's fishbowl, they themselves were 
never scapegoated; anger was never siphoned off into a need to rebel against authority. 
Sugar & Spice, Snakes & Snails: 
Sexism in the Classroom 
Both classes corroborated Lewis' key point that in a sexism class the content becomes 
confounded with the process (see above, p. 109): sexism dictates how men and women 
interactively learn or try not to learn about sexism. In both classes, the women were very 
concerned about the men's comfort level and learning experience. In this way they 
corroborated the studies which described women as "nicer," more inclined to reach out to other 
groups, more affiliative, more collaborative (see Chapter IV). Almost all the women indulged 
in the classic caretaking and emotional shadow labor described in Chapter III. Typical of 
females from grade school up, the women behaved well and did not rebel against authority. 
On the whole, they seemed to feel more uncomfortable than the men with conflict and 
confrontation and tended to withdraw into silence rather than make waves. 
Furthermore, the women all seemed to know the tacit rules and biases about angry 
women. Women in both classes appeared reluctant to express anger on their own behalf in 
front of the men. They used words like "frustration" or "upset" to soften what they were 
feeling, and tended to give little laughs or apologetic qualifiers after angry statements (they 
also did this in the interviews). In Class A the women hastened to smooth furrowed brows 
and make conciliatory statements, seemingly in order to avert further male wrath. Likewise, in 
Class B the women showed some underlying anxiety over possible male anger both during the 
groundrule session and after the men's fishbowl. At various times during the weekend the 
Class B women expressed reluctance over expressing anger to men because of their common 
perception that men would not react positively to women's anger -- i.e. would dismiss the 
message because of the messenger ("pfff -- angry woman!" [see above, p. 1971. 
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When women did express anger they generally did so in an indirect manner, talking 
about issues or experiences rather than directing their anger toward people. In both classes, 
whether out of fear of negative interpretations of their anger, or out of empathy and 
consideration, the women took care to phrase their anger so as not to shut down other anyone 
of either sex. Almost all direct angry confrontations (by Phyllis, Marge, Barb) were made on 
behalf of the men - expressions of protective anger that society condones in women as part of 
their caretaking role. In Class A, even the women's protests about the video being cut short 
did not take the form of direct attacks against Ms. Strong ~ and were therefore not acted on. 
When Joanne, Maureen, and Norma finally did manage to directly express anger toward the 
men, it represented a major breakthrough! 
By contrast, the men in both classes appeared more concerned with defending their 
self image than with how the women were faring. The men in Class A were very good at 
making direct accusations to defend their turf and raising their voices for effect. What's more, 
they got results. The men in Class B were more circumspect or less aggressive than the men 
in Class A: what little anger they did express was not accusatorial; as Evelyn noted (in 
disgust), they did not rebel against the 'oppressive' activity and did not even bring up the idea 
of 'reverse sexism.' But would this have been the case if they had not been held in check by 
the instructors? Judging from their evaluations and papers, I think they would have had no 
trouble expressing direct anger if an all-class discussion had been permitted. 
Question #2: The Students' Stories... Findings on Anger as Experienced 
a) The Truth Will Out 
A number of important findings came out of the stories that the students told about 
their anger and their learning experience. 
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1) First of all, there was a surprising amount of anger going on beneath the visible 
surface in both classes. The women and men in both classes reported that they experienced 
more anger than they expressed. For example, in Class A Carlos appeared to be into anger as 
a friendly sport, but in his interview it seemed that he had been intensely, misogynistically 
angry. Tara appeared calm in class but reported that she was actually furious; Marge revealed 
anger against the men and instructors that had never showed up in class. In Class B it turned 
out that Joanne appeared bored but was actually fuming; Barb only expressed anger a few 
times, but was angry most of the weekend; Hillary appeared to shut down in apathy on Sunday 
- but was actually so angry she wouldn't communicate any more. Much more than the men, 
the women of both classes revealed that underneath what had looked like reticence, boredom, 
pleasant disinterest, or frustration at worst, there were often angry feelings ranging from 
irritation to fury and even nausea. 
2) On the whole, the men felt more comfortable than women with anger and used it 
purposefully and directly. The men reported their anger in papers, surveys, and interviews in a 
straightforward manner. They were angry on their own behalf and over perceived injustices, 
and said as much. They tended to feel very positively about anger as a justified means of self 
defense, and as a constructive means of getting a point across and making changes. The men 
in Class A knew they had been successful in making changes happen because they expressed 
their anger. The men in Class B had to save their anger for their papers, but then protested 
with no qualms whatsoever. I personally have no doubt that if the men in Class B had been 
put in that uncomfortable fishbowl earlier in the weekend, or had been allowed more 
expression afterward in the all-class setting, they would have proven equally forthright and 
competent in using anger to defend their position. 
374 
3) Women who expressed protective anger for the men in their papers, interviews, etc. 
did so in a confident and straightforward manner, and felt that this anger was completely 
justified. But otherwise, their stories of anger were more convoluted and distorted. The 
women felt more conflicted about anger and seemed to have difficulty feeling and expressing 
anger on their own behalf but many were able to do so in Class B. In Class A the women 
never got beyond this barrier. In papers, evaluations, and surveys they misreported their anger, 
denied ever feeling it, downplayed it, or covered it over with niceness. The women who were 
interviewed had an obvious need to soften anger on their own behalf by inserting little laughs, 
relabeling the anger in softer terms such as "frustration" or "impatience," and converting it as 
quickly as possible to understanding and empathy for men's plight. 
On the other hand, many of the Class B women became able to discuss anger on their 
own behalf with confidence and pride, both in their papers and in the interviews. In the 
papers, even anger that had not been expressed in class blossomed forth, and there were also 
revelations of new anger that came up after the weekend. Most of the anger was caused by 
the men's attitudes as revealed during and after the fishbowl, though there were also 
expressions of anger about issues of sexism and how sexism had affected people personally. 
Two of the biggest surprises were Glenda and Hillary, who went from apparent apathy and 
minimally expressed anger over the men's attitudes to full-blown outrage when they started 
making connections between the men in class and the men in their lives. 
b) Backgrounds and Attitudes 
The sources of anger in commonly held attitudes, as mentioned above, became even 
more evident in the students' self reports and interviews. Again, there were significant 
findings for both men and women. 
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1) For one thing, it seemed clear to me that the reason the women could not express 
anger on their own behalf was the striking extent to which they valued men more than 
themselves. In observing the classes it was evident that men and women alike had been 
trained to blame women for the treatment they receive in the media, for their unequal lot in 
schools, jobs, etc. - and even for the violence they receive at the hands of men. In the 
interviews, it became even more evident how very important it was for many women to show 
that they were 'one of the guys' -- i.e., an individual who was better than the gender group to 
which she happened to belong. 
Part and parcel of this basic misogyny was the widespread and intense bias against 
feminists — and the underlying homophobia that being a feminist meant being a lesbian. Fear 
of appearing to be a feminist or a lesbian was obviously a very prohibitive factor for, among 
others, Marge in Class A and Hillary in Class B. As Joanne angrily noted in her paper, "It... 
pisses me off that as soon as I call myself a feminist, people will automatically dismiss me 
and anything that I have to say." 
2) Hand in hand with the bias against feminists was the resounding prejudice against 
angry women. I believe that most women felt that if they took a stand for women, this would 
show them to be against men: their anger would be seen as that notorious symptom of female 
hostility known as "male bashing." Phyllis of Class A expressed this concept with vigorous 
protective wrath in her paper. In Class A, men and women alike wrote off Ms. Strong's anger 
in this manner, and it also came out that quite a few women in Class B saw Ms. Almy's attack 
on James in the same light. 
3) A crucial dynamic in the classes on sexism was the women's need to maintain 
connections with men, as discussed in Chapter IV. A number of women expressed this desire 
for inclusiveness by calling themselves "humanists" rather than "feminists." In both classes the 
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women wanted to see men as good and to defend them as good; they needed to be able to 
believe in lovers, male friends, fathers, brothers, sons, and to keep these connections strong. 
In her interview, Elizabeth of Class A agonized over the fact that she was angry at men again; 
she could hardly wait to get back to the comfort of feeling sympathy for them. Likewise, it 
was devastating for Glenda of Class B to find herself angry at the men in class who were 
supposedly 'good guys', and now to find herself angry and mistrustful of the supposedly 'good' 
men she was personally connected with in her life. Culley is evidently right that for a woman, 
feeling anger against men can be as scary as setting herself afloat in a strange sea, loosened 
from the security of those "biological, psychological, social, economic and sexual moorings in 
the dominant culture" (see above, p. 97). 
4) Confirming the studies in Chapter II, men and women had apparently grown up 
with different training around anger. The men interviewed were encouraged to express anger 
from childhood up; they felt more confident and competent in angry interchanges. They knew 
the rules of the game (for instance, that you have to be louder than everyone else) and felt 
comfortable playing the game. 
By contrast, the women often seemed to lack female role models for expressing valid 
anger: women such as Gwen, Marge, and Elizabeth in Class A, and Barb and Maureen in 
Class B. Their mothers had often either not expressed anger much, or had done so in ways 
that were so extreme as to be invalidated (see shame/anger discussion in Chapter II). At the 
same time, their fathers' anger was generally considered potent and effective, whether 
expressed in frightening outbursts or in silent withdrawal. Both Maureen and Barb had grown 
up despising their mothers for out-of-control displays of rage and had struggled all their lives 
to avoid following this pattern. And even the two women whose mothers had been strong role 
models in anger were not free of qualifying factors that seemed to affect their attitudes toward 
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anger. Hillary had witnessed the ravages of out-of-control anger on the abusive family next 
door; Joanne, whose mother expressed anger well, had chosen to follow her father's pattern of 
silent, angry withdrawal. 
5) One of the most crucial findings about the influence of background on anger in the 
classroom is a confirmation of Klein's observation that in any class of women you will find a 
classfull of survivors, whose silence may be covering emotional turmoil due to their past 
experiences with conflict (see above, p. 103). A number of students in these classes were 
declared victim/survivors of abuse and or rape, and it is likely that there were others who 
remained hidden. As such, Carlos and Elizabeth in Class A and Barb in Class B were visibly 
angry and conflicted students who happened to be survivors of assault, but from Elizabeth we 
know of two other women who had reportedly experienced date rape and might have been 
suffering internal traumas during class. Barb and Lon, whose feelings of anger and upset were 
extreme and rather out of control, had clinical histories of drug use, mental imbalance, and so 
forth. Everything impacted them on a crisis level of reaction — which could have caused 
serious problems for the instructors. As it was, their presence in class was highly volatile and 
had a significant impact on the general learning experience. 
All of these survivors of trauma had a great deal of residual fear of and rage toward 
the other sex, which colored their learnings and interactions. Lon spun off in fury, and Carlos 
revealed a potential for violence against women. Elizabeth, who had learned to lie very still 
on a couch hoping that her angry stepfather wouldn't notice her, became nauseous during the 
conflict and wanted to escape. Barb panicked so much during the men's fishbowl that she also 
wanted to leave, and completely tuned out to the proceedings. In both these women, apparent 
misogyny coupled with an intense need for respect and approval by men made them especially 
prone to take the men's side with a vengeance. Barb invalidated her anger much of the time 
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as unreasonable, but considered her protective anger on the men's behalf completely justified 
and ended up secure in this stance. Elizabeth could hardly wait to get back to the safe 
position of understanding men rather than being angry at them. 
c) Anger and Learning: How Did It All Add Up? 
I believe the two classes demonstrated that some conflict and expression of anger from 
the men is good, but that too much is too much, and leaves men blocked in their defensiveness 
and women mired in caretaking and anxiety. They also showed that it is important to enable 
women to experience anger on their own behalf in conjunction with expanded awareness. 
To varying degrees, the men and women in both classes reported significant learnings 
in their evaluations and papers, and many expressed anger: the men in both classes, and the 
women in Class B. The only group that did not express anger in their papers were the women 
of Class A (except for Phyllis' protective diatribe on behalf of the men). Many of the men in 
both classes were grudging in their reports of learning, since many were still angry over the 
way they had been mistreated. Significantly, the most enthusiastic learning was reported by 
the women of Class B. A number of these women reported having "peak" learning 
experiences, and many used their papers as a platform to express anger on behalf of women. 
Drawing on these reports and on the interviews, I will move on to a few conclusions: 
The Men: Anger Did Not Impede All Learning. But... 
Anger did not seem to impede the learning entirely for the men in either class, though 
their defensiveness may have kept them from making some important connections. In 
Class A, their main learning seemed to be about their tendency to dominate discussions - the 
message from the 'angry woman' messenger got through after all! But I believe that this 
learning only occurred because the instructors managed to put a lid on the men's anger, 
reframe the conflict in their own terms, and get everyone communicating more collaboratively 
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in smaller groups with more controlled discussions. I think that Ms. Strong's anger against the 
men for dominating discussion got results in an indirect manner: the women accepted her 
reframe of what caused the conflict and passed this message on to the men in a more 
acceptable way -- through expressions of fear, vulnerability, and their need for space. Thus 
the men were able to hear from their female peers that they needed to listen more, and that 
sexism was indeed a force to be reckoned with. 
However, while the men in Class A grudgingly conceded that they had to back off in 
discussions and change a few minor behaviors, they did not seem to connect this to a bigger 
picture. Carlos' learnings, for instance, were minimal. He learned, reluctantly, that he needed 
to change his offensive vocabulary. But he used his anger as a tool to teach others rather than 
change his own values, even though he claimed that he, too, could learn from being "pushed" 
hard enough. Might this have been true, if more pushing had come from peers instead of from 
instructors? I believe so. Also, Edward's time and energy were consumed by trying to 
mediate and mitigate the effects of the anger all around him. Could he have learned more if 
the class had allowed him to focus on his own sexism rather than that of others? I think so. 
The main learning for the men in Class B seemed to be a new awareness of the 
amount of violence against women. A couple of men made significant connections to their 
own accountability, but most of them were still defensive and angry. It was surprising to find 
that the men in Class B, whose only real instance of 'mistreatment" was the brief fishbowl 
activity, sounded as angry as the Class A men over being "stereotyped" and labeled as sexists. 
Nevertheless, despite such resentment, one of the recent immigrants remarked enthusiastically 
that all students should be required to take this class on sexism. 
I would like to underscore two findings that came out of the men's papers (as well as 
the women's). One is the importance of small-group discussions and listen-only fishbowl 
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activities. It is in these more intimate settings that women generally seem to feel most 
comfortable and begin to tell their stories of pain and anger, and that the men seem to listen 
better. The men in Class A 'got it' by listening to their female peers; the men in Class B also 
seemed to learn the most through listening and seeing evidences of fear and violence ~ not 
through their defensive anger. 
The second important point is that men will almost inevitably feel "stereotyped" or 
labeled as sexist in classes on sexism, and will almost inevitably become defensively angry. 
This feeling seemed particularly frustrating for the more 'enlightened' men like Edward in 
Class A and James in Class B, who expected to be appreciated for their supportiveness. 
Perhaps the reason this phenomenon did not seem to block their learning was the very fact that 
they were able to get angry rather than anxious. As Carlos pointed out, anger can eventually 
dissipate and allow a person to rethink things. On the other hand, strong anxiety seems to lead 
to more persistant denial, as with Barb, whose intense anxiety blocked her from hearing what 
went on in the men's fishbowl (see Chapter IV for the effects of anxiety on learning). 
A negative spin-off from the learning experience for the men came from the "angry 
woman" syndrome. Men in both classes felt stigmatized by a hostile female instructor and 
wrote angrily to this effect. In neither class was this phenomenon discussed with the men, so I 
am afraid that they all 'learned' to continue to mistrust and discount angry women -- at least in 
the context of feminism. Even supportive men like David in Class A and James in Class B 
could not get past seeing women's anger as evidence of unreasoning hostility toward men. 
In Class A Ms. Strong came to symbolize "reverse sexism" for many of the men. 
Since she was the only woman on the training team, and rather stem in demeanor, she was all 
too readily scapegoated as the angry feminist many students had come to class prepared to 
hate. Unfortunately, she further strengthened this misperception later in the weekend by taking 
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a lead role in "censoring" Dreamworlds. In Class B a number of students (of both sexes) also 
decided that one or both of the female instructors were coming on too strong with anger - 
even though their anger was practically unnoticeable. Student readiness to discount angry 
female instructors and blame the messenger rather than the message is truly an amazing force 
to be reckoned with in sexism classes! 
The Women: Anger Plavs Definitive Roles in the Learning Process 
More clearly than with the men, anger seemed to impede learning for some women 
and facilitate learning for others. The difference between the accounts from women in Class 
A and Class B bear evidence to my finding that too much men's anger impedes learning for 
women in classes on sexism, leaving them stuck in silent frustration, understanding, protective 
anger, and/or anxiety and intimidation. On the other hand, when women are given the space 
and encouragement to express anger toward men, their learning is energized and expanded. 
Class A. It was evident that the women in Class A felt anger and frustration toward 
the men but never expressed it; they focused instead on the men's anger and on concern for 
the men's learning experience. They learned as observers and, in a way, as recipients of the 
men's anger, but not from their anger on their own behalf. Because of this, in my opinion, 
they seemed to have missed an important piece of learning about sexism. By way of 
illustration, Marge felt that the anger she expressed in class was constructive - but this was 
her protective anger. She never expressed the anger she actually felt toward the men and 
instructors, covered it over as quickly as possible, and never got to a point where she could 
turn blame outward. She was able to learn from small group discussions that "this really is a 
sexist world" and from Elizabeth that die could be a feminist without being labeled a lesbian. 
But she never got past her conviction that she could make it on her own as 'one of the guys.' 
Her new awareness of sexism seemed to embarrass her and turn her inward toward depression. 
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Her learnings about that "sexist world" seemed sadly limited, since she was never able to 
realize that her experiences of blatant discrimination in her beloved sport, basketball, were 
anything to get angry about. 
Elizabeth apparently benefited from surviving the men's anger and seeing it effectively 
contained by the instructors: it seemed to give her courage, and also seemed to give weight to 
a new learning for her ~ that she should no longer sympathize with men as victims of sexism. 
A major learning for her was the very definition that the men reacted against. In the single¬ 
sex caucuses she was able to express anger on behalf of women and even take angry action on 
her own behalf after the class. But she felt very uncomfortable with her anger; she wanted 
desperately to pity men rather than blame them, and by the time of her interview was well on 
the way to reprogramming her outrage. Her paper did not have a shred of anger in it. I 
believe if she had found support in anger from other female students, she might have been 
fortified in her own. Instead, the only woman who spoke up angrily on behalf of women was 
the scapegoat, Ms. Strong - not a happy role model for Elizabeth to emulate, due to the 
unexamined bias against the angry female instructor. 
In other words, I believe the angry conflict of Saturday morning was detrimental to the 
women's learning experience because it derailed them in making progress toward awareness. 
Since Ms. Strong's anger toward the men came across as unfair, and they themselves wanted to 
avoid "male bashing" at all costs, they remained mired in understanding and placating the men. 
They were never able to express their frustration and anger toward the men, so their stories 
about anger remained conflicted and inconsistent. It seems to me that since these women did 
not want to see men as their enemies, which they would more or less be doing if they became 
angry at them, they retold their tales (in papers and evaluations) to cover up the 'enemy' inside 
themselves — an angry woman. 
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To emphasize the importance of anger to women's learning about sexism: One very 
significant learning reported by a number of women in Class A was the discovery that 
feminism was not bad, as they had believed it was, and that they might even consider 
themselves feminists. This learning came about thanks to Elizabeth's efforts at peer education 
-- efforts fueled by her own anger. I believe that this major breakthrough underscores the 
importance of women becoming free enough to tell each other angry stories in the safety of 
single-sex caucuses. 
Class B. By contrast, many women of Class B expressed their anger and appeared to 
gain immensely from this. Their anger went hand in hand with deepfelt, "pivotal" learnings 
about sexism, and (as mentioned in the literature of Chapter IV) seemed to go hand-in-hand 
with heightened self esteem. Interestingly, the controversial men's fishbowl activity seemed to 
provide the main stimulus for their anger and learning. Until this activity took place, a 
number of women were feeling anger but not expressing it -- whether out of inertia, or 
politeness, or anxiety, or the idea that it would not be validated as justified. The men's 
fishbowl boosted them into orbit. Due to their anger over the men's reactions, most of the 
women were able to make important connections between the gender box rules, pornography, 
violence, and the need to hold men accountable for their role in this form of oppression. As 
reported in many papers, anger was critical to the women's learning and signaled a healthier 
kind of self image that turned blame outward rather than inward. 
Hillary's anger seemed to spark her connecting the 'gender box' rules about sexism 
with the rules the men complained about so bitterly in their fishbowl. Thanks to her anger 
over the men's reaction to their fishbowl, she was able to turn blame outward onto men. In 
her paper, she could name parts of her learning, but was so empowered by her new feelings 
that she felt her learning was bigger than the sum of its parts - "something colossal." 
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For Maureen the class was a pivotal learning experience, both about sexism and about 
the importance of her own anger as a woman. She made huge gains in learning about herself 
in relation to sexism, and as well, about herself in relation to anger. A major realization was 
that she, too, had bought "into the system where [anger] is not admirable in a woman." She 
had also bought into being 'one of the guys,' so the fact that she was able to join the other 
women in their anger toward the men was crucial to her affirming her anger as a woman rather 
than as a man. Expressing her anger about her boss and about the arbitrariness of rules 
became pivotal moments of new awareness for her; expressing anger directly to the men about 
their accountability gave her a new feeling of power that she knew was fueled by anger. She 
wanted that power to last forever; it was most significant that she ended up wanting this 
newfound anger not to be like her father's ephemeral rages. 
Joanne's main learning was about her own anger in relation to sexism. By the time 
she wrote her paper, she had realized that anger was her best ally if she would only express it 
and let it work for her. In the past she had been holding her anger inside, like her father, and 
she continued this pattern well into the weekend. But — encouraged by seeing other women 
express anger about the men -- she finally managed to confront the men with her anger about 
their attitudes in the fishbowl. She came to realize that expressing anger on her own behalf 
and on behalf of other women was vital to her ability to maintain a strong sense of self. 
On the other hand, for a few women the men's fishbowl activity impacted negatively 
on the learning experience, causing them to spin off into protective anger and turn the blame 
back in on themselves and on women in general — or at least apparently shutting them down 
to the learning experience. Barb, as a victim/survivor, was probably the most negatively 
affected by the men's fishbowl conflict. Her post-traumatic stress syndrome, as she herself 
pointed out, made it impossible for her to learn in an environment that aroused too much 
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anxiety around the reenactment of past humiliations or the possibility for male anger. Because 
she had to put all her energy into protecting the 'good' men from the 'bad' angry women, she 
was unable to learn much of anything new about herself in relation to sexism ~ or even get a 
glimpse the fact that she was yet again deriving her sense of worth from men. 
Some conflict seems essential to push women out of their mode of collaboration and 
'niceness' and get some heated dialogue going. The problem remains of how to do this while 
respecting their preferred mode of learning, and also taking into account the fact that 
victim/survivors in the classroom will be reacting to events with far greater intensity and may 
be adversely impacted. 
Question #3: The Instructors Tell Their Stories... More Findings 
a) Interpretations and Reactions 
The way the instructors approached their classes played a key role in the kinds of 
anger that came up and how that anger impacted the students' learning experience. Again, the 
pedagogical approaches differed radically, and in my opinion the Class B instructors were 
much more successful than their colleagues in Class A. 
The Class A instructors experienced the anger that came up Saturday morning very 
personally, participating and reacting on the same level of attack/counter-attack as the student 
challengers, using the very labels that their 'enemy' used on them -- "sexist," "hostile," 
"disrespectful." Without perceiving their own very substantial role in igniting the conflict and 
fanning the flames, they interpreted all further interchange as due to the male students' 
defensiveness and lack of critical thinking. 
Roused to defensive anger on their own behalf, the instructors saw the central issue in 
terms of a "cockfight." In order to regain power they resorted to "banking" education (see 
above, p. 93) and worse, treated the male students oppressively -- defining reality in terms the 
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students couldn't understand or accept, belittling their intelligence, and invalidating their 
protests as irrational. Nevertheless, through the strength of their own convictions and teaching 
skills, they managed to convince the whole class that the men's defensiveness and domination 
were largely to blame for the conflict. The instructors never saw the irony of the situation - 
that they played out the very definition of oppression that they had forced on the students: 
"the ability to define for someone else the way things are." 
The Class B instructors spent a great deal of time building a high level of trust and 
collaboration in their classroom, and their collaborative approach paid off: because the 
instructors had the women plan and conduct the exercise — in effect, take collective 
responsibility for grilling the men - the students kept the blame and anger more or less among 
themselves. The instructors were not attacked, did not have to react defensively, and therefore 
were able to focus on helping the students understand and learn from their anger. Mr. Smith 
did feel some defensive anger while in the fishbowl, but converted this into protective anger 
and empathy for the male students. In the single-sex caucuses afterward, he and Mr. Reed 
concentrated their energy on helping the men get past their defensiveness and guilt, while the 
women instructors helped the women give expression to their anger. 
Aside from the anger within their own team, the men's fishbowl was the hot topic for 
the Class B instructors. They all felt that this activity finally raised the emotional tenor 
enough to activate some real learning, especially among the women. And they managed to 
pull off the exercise in reverse oppression without becoming the targets of the male students' 
and protective female students' anger. They kept that crucial step above the students, and 
"orchestrated" (see above, p. 107) the student anger with aplomb. 
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b) Behind the Scenes: Influences 
Class A 
Personal and interpersonal issues that the instructors brought to class seemed to have a 
bearing on how they dealt with anger. The Class A instructors acknowledged that they were 
unprepared for the challenges they received, despite their awareness of current events and the 
"backlash." Naive expectations, personal baggage, power struggles within the team, and even 
internalized sexism influenced how they responded to the conflict. 
For one thing, Ms. Strong came prepared to see males dominate the class and jumped 
on them for this fault before it became a reality. For another thing, her feeling of being 
threatened was heightened by her sense of vulnerability and isolation as the only female 
instructor. Also, team dynamics and some possible ingrown sexism came into play: She 
reacted to her isolation by hiding behind her "big brothers," and since she felt inferior to Mr. 
Acker to begin with, she gave him more power than she should have. 
Meanwhile, Mr. Acker's proneness to be pissed was at least equal to Carlos' eagerness 
to "piss people off." He evidently came prepared to see living proof of the "backlash" article 
he brought to class with him, and was too quick to write the male students off as defensively 
"looking for a way to dig their heels in" (see above, p. 330). He also seemed to have some 
personal issues that influenced how strongly he "got worked on" himself. Certainly his sense 
of superiority made many feel uncomfortable and inadequate -- his teammates and the students 
alike. He was used to assuming authority and quick to anger if that position was threatened. 
By contrast, the two assistant instructors — perhaps because they felt safer in their position of 
lower authority -- never revealed their feelings of vulnerability or anger toward the students, 
even though Mr. Cox, at least, was feeling threatened and frustrated by the male students most 
of the weekend. 
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Class B 
The Class B instructors were just as much influenced by their personal backgrounds 
and interpersonal dynamics, but on the whole, these worked to their advantage. Both of the 
women had had previous bad experiences coming up against students with confrontational 
anger, so they were very circumspect about reacting angrily toward the men or the "resistant" 
women in this class for fear of shutting them down. This went against Ms. Birch's better 
instincts, since she had grown up fighting and had acquired a facility and zest for anger. 
Ms. Almy, on the other hand, had been typically socialized as a woman not to do anger, and 
grew up fearing it. Several times during the weekend, when the women were tending toward 
"male bashing," she chose to soften their attacks, and when she could have challenged resistant 
views, she chose to affirm them. 
I believe, also, that their own suppressed feelings of anger toward their male 
colleagues affected their teaching styles. There was no denying Ms. Birch's evident 
enthusiasm for the men's fishbowl exercise; also, Ms. Almy's anger over Mr. Reed's 
purportedly sexist attitudes may have prompted her to react with personally felt anger against 
various aspects of sexism as the weekend went on, pushing her to put the women's anger in 
center front stage. Both women encouraged constructive anger in the women and throughout 
the weekend helped the women pay attention to their anger and express it. Ms. Birch did so 
with ease, since she felt personally comfortable with anger and confrontation, and believed it 
crucial to diversity education. And Ms. Almy's efforts to overcome her personal difficulty in 
expressing anger undoubtedly strengthened her excellent role modeling and encouragement of 
angry responses in the female students. 
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As for Mr. Reed and Mr. Smith, both were very much aware of their power as male 
instructors and, unlike Mr. Acker in Class A, did not want to abuse this power. They both felt 
that expressing their own anger would only serve to shut down potential learning. Their main 
goal was to shepherd the students through their emotional turmoil. Prior classroom 
experiences also affected both the men. Mr. Smith was especially preoccupied with protecting 
the male students from potential defensive anger, due to his previous experience in a class 
where men were shut down by what he himself considered "male bashing." Evidently he 
himself was wary of angry or hostile women. And Mr. Reed had taught a very stressful class 
a week or two prior to this one, so he wanted to skim through this one, avoiding trouble or 
even any emotional involvement on his part. He apparently felt some impatience with the 
male students' complaints about the fishbowl, but instead of confronting them or reacting 
angrily, role modeled more tolerant views. 
c) Black Holes and Other Matters: How Did They Do? 
Class A 
Unfortunately, since the instructors in Class A let their anger carry them into a 
struggle for power with the students, they used a kind of pedagogical oppression to regain 
control -- oppression which the antagonistic men translated into terms they could understand, 
namely "reverse sexism." A number of men and women had come to the class wanting to 
learn how men were affected by sexism, and due to the instructors' authoritarian heavy- 
handedness, these students 'learned' that "reverse sexism" was indeed a force to be reckoned 
with. In this regard, the instructors fit Bump's oppressive professor to a tee (see above, 
p. 113) -- or at least agreed to Mr. Acker's taking on that role — and the students suffered the 
effects. Thus a great deal of student energy was diverted into challenging, being angry at, and 
re-challenging the instructors -- energy that should have been put into learning about sexism. 
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Moreover, some students were taken aback by Mr. Acker's "inappropriate" angry responses and 
by Ms. Strong's seemingly biased anger toward the men. This not only lowered the trust level, 
which educators agree is so vital to diversity education, but also damaged the instructor' value 
as mentors and role models. 
Perhaps equally detrimental to the Class A learning experience was the fact that the 
sexism around Ms. Strong as an isolated member of the team and an angry female authority 
figure never got addressed. As stated above, the general scapegoating of Ms. Strong and 
negative attitudes toward her anger may well have been a major reason why the female 
students never expressed anger toward the men in class. 
Allport explained the phenomenon of "groupthink," (see above, p. 88) which keeps a 
group of people from looking at unpleasant points of conflict. I believe this phenomenon was 
clearly manifested in Class A. In their apparent need to avoid taking responsibility for their 
mistakes, the instructors convinced most people that the conflict was due to the men's 
defensiveness and domination. They talked respect and non-oppressive behavior, but did the 
opposite. Because the antagonisms were never dispelled, everyone (especially the women) had 
to work to keep them covered over. I believe the instructors' one-sided account of reality 
created a kind of 'black hole' in the students' learning experience that caused everyone to 
distort their accounts of what happened, while trying to waltz over and around it. 
However, on the positive side, an equally important finding was that the instructors' 
reframe of the conflict worked. They so persistently and skillfully hammered home all 
weekend the idea that the men were to blame for the conflict, that even the male challengers 
ended up hearing this important message, despite their anger. As studies have shown, people 
are suggestible and will reinterpret the source of their anger according to new input (see 
above, p. 39); many of the students completely adopted the instructors' reframe of the conflict 
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-- especially since there was some truth to it. Also, in the safety of the women's caucuses, 
away from the men's scapegoating, Ms. Strong was able to elicit some constructive expressions 
of anger and guide the female students to some understanding of their situation vis-a-vis men 
and sexism. The senior instructors felt that the students got to the "other shore"; certainly we 
could say that the students sighted the other shore and saw that it was desirable. 
Class B (Look Ma, No Black Holes) 
There was definitely anger going on behind the scenes and under neutral expressions 
in Class B, but there were no hidden power games to cover over as in Class A. The 
instructors worked hard to establish a collaborative, egalitarian learning environment and to 
maintain it by acknowledging anger and providing a safe structure for its expression. The 
lesson in 'reverse oppression' was planned and openly executed, as opposed to Class A where 
it was inadvertently used against the students without ever being acknowledged. Furthermore, 
the female instructors were aware of the effects of sexism on the instructional team and, since 
the power was so well balanced, they were able to get angry over this and ultimately get it out 
in the open. In other words, there was no insidious sexism being played out among the role 
models, which might encourage misogynistic anger to be focused on the female instructors. 
'Groupthink' in this class took the form of tiredness, niceness, and apparent 
unwillingness to rock the boat. Fortunately, the instructors used the men's fishbowl activity to 
push people into conflict and focus attention on the process of learning, where sexism was 
being played out in caretaking and protective anger among the women, and denial and 
distancing among the men. Thanks to the collaborative arrangement fostered by the 
instructors, student anger remained focused on the class and on issues rather than becoming 
diverted onto the instructors. The men's anger was kept contained, and constructive anger was 
fostered among the female students which expanded their learning. 
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Student attitudes in Class B seemed to corroborate the idea put forth in Chapter IV 
that male teachers do indeed have automatic authority which female teachers do not. It was 
not just Ms. Strong's problem as a forthright, unsmiling, unapologetic, angry woman faced 
with resistant males. The women instructors in class B faced similar skepticism and biased 
attitudes: Maureen switched from blaming Ms. Almy for attacking James to blaming the men 
for their resistance, but other women - especially those in the homophobic 'out-group' 
probably did not. However, these two instructors fared much better in gaining credibility for 
two reasons: they kept their expressions of anger to a minimum, and they had backup support 
from each other and from the male instructors. 
d) Hindsight, Foresight 
The biggest finding about the instructors is no surprise: they disagreed about whether 
and how to bring on anger in the students, how to deal with the anger, and how well they did 
deal with anger and the learning experience. Both the senior instructors in Class A felt that 
they did the best they could with an impossibly difficult group of male students, and that they 
brought the class "to the other shore." Mr. Acker, who had the most to cover up in the 
debriefing, was the most enthusiastic about how well they did. Mr. Cox, however, worried 
that many men just vented gripes during the male caucuses, and never "got it." Nevertheless, 
both he and Ms. Strong felt that some constructive anger took place in the single sex caucuses. 
Apparently the senior instructors felt that they should have come down more 
authoritatively from the beginning, with more lectures, tighter structure, and a more thoroughly 
explained definition. Mr. Cox, on the other hand, felt that a democratic and collaborative 
approach would have worked better. Evidendy he thought that the angry confrontations could 
have and should have been avoided. Mr. Brady was the most critical of the authoritarian 
approach, and the most critical of using anger as a tool for learning. He questioned whether 
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students could learn what they were not ready to hear, and whether it was wrongfully 
manipulative to challenge them in ways that made them uncomfortable in order to make them 
"move" in their learning - as though the senior instructors purposefully (rather than 
wrongheadedly) induced the conflict. I believe his points were well taken. 
This is exactly what the Class B instructors did, of course, and in hindsight all but 
Ms. Almy thought the men's fishbowl was an excellent tool that provided the pivotal learning 
experience for the entire weekend. Both the women felt strongly that anger was crucial to the 
learning process for women in a class on sexism, but they disagreed on the method of 
activating it Ms. Almy felt strongly that the oppressive nature of the activity was unethical, 
caused too much distress and discomfort, and took the focus away from the women's learning. 
She was glad that the men's fishbowl activity finally brought up emotions in an otherwise 
(seemingly) unresponsive class, but she felt there must be better, more collaborative ways to 
bring out anger. As for the aftermath: Mr. Smith and Ms. Birch (whose idea it was) both 
favored the structured approach they had devised for airing people's feelings afterward; the 
senior instructors felt it might be more worthwhile to let people discuss their feelings together 
for a longer amount of time rather than "manage" the students' anger so authoritatively. 
Question #4: Recommendations 
For Future Instructors 
Evidently it is not only unavoidable, but absolutely necessary that anger come up in 
classes on sexism. It is important that the instructor take a proactive stance on "orchestrating" 
and exploring the content and process of anger as it is expressed -- or not expressed. Most 
importantly, I maintain that the instructor's efforts should be geared toward enabling the 
women to tell angry stories, as constructively as possible, in order to help restore a balance of 
power between the sexes and help both women and men gain a larger perspective on reality. 
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In order to promote such a transformative learning process, I recommend the following 
principles of practice. 
1) One fact has clearly emerged from studying these two classes, and that is that 
students of both sexes need the facilitative and academic guidance of the instructors, but they 
learn best from their peers. Both men and women reported learning the most from listening to 
their peers in small group settings. It would seem that following the pedagogical principles of 
Freire and feminist educators (see Chapter IV) is vitally important: Establishing trust and a 
collaborative work mode, and letting the students conduct their own explorations proved very 
successful in Class B. Like Deay and Stitzel, the Class B instructors put learning into their 
students' hands as much as possible so that the students did not divert their energy into 
rebelling against authority figures and maintaining defensive stances against unwelcome 
information — as was the case in Class A. 
The debate and "banking" techniques used in Class A, compounded by the instructors' 
authoritarian and basically oppressive approach, brought on too much anger and defensiveness 
in the men. Would that particular group of aggressive men have come on so negatively in any 
case, as Mr. Acker suggested? A finding that occurred outside the scope of the official 
research study suggests not. Both Carlos and Lon — the most confrontational males -- took 
part in a class later that semester on gay/lesbian/bisexual oppression which was taught in a 
more collaborative, egalitarian fashion. The researcher was also present as a member of that 
teaching team, and bears witness to the fact that they behaved much less confrontationally. 
2) Research has shown that some anger and anxiety facilitate learning, but that too 
much floods the system and obstructs learning (see Chapter IV). In the class on sexism, 
gender adds another dynamic to the effects of anger and anxiety on learning: It would appear 
that too much expression of male anger is deleterious to the learning experience, especially for 
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women. When angry confrontations occur, it is important to encourage students to express 
their feelings and have these feelings acknowledged, so that they can move beyond the 
emotions to the content of learning. But I think that the instructors in both classes were right 
to keep a lid on male expressions of anger. Both teams of instructors accomplished this 
successfully through non-debatable "check-ins" or "go-arounds." And the instructors in Class 
B did an excellent - if tightly structured - job of allowing their students to focus in on angry 
reactions to the men's fishbowlwithout getting mired in them. 
In both classes the key to exploring angry feelings safely was separating the men and 
women into caucuses where they did not have to worry about its effect on the other sex. It 
seemed very beneficial for the women to get a chance to tell angry stories in the safety of their 
single-sex caucuses, and for the men to work through their anger in the privacy of their 
caucuses. However, folks in mixed gender classes are very curious about what the other sex is 
thinking and saying. It would be helpful to honor this curiosity and enhance the learning 
experience by having the two groups report out on what they talked about. It also seems 
helpful to have people work together in small heterogenous groups to enhance trust and 
decrease intergroup stereotyping. 
3) We have seen that content and process become enmeshed in classes on sexism. 
This makes it all the more important to call attention to anger and other reactions as they 
occur and examine their relation to the sexism that is happening in the classroom. The 
teachers in Gass B did an excellent job of discussing anger in relation to sexism, with the 
women in any case. Furthermore, they made the process part of the content by using the 
controversial men's fishbowl activity, which turned out to be a pivotal learning tool for the 
class. I feel that if the class had been allowed a more thorough discussion of the men's 
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fishbowl, in which more aspects of anger and sexism could have been explored, then it might 
not have seemed so unfair to the men, and more people might possibly have learned from it. 
A number of educators (Linsay, Bowen, Seltzer, and Wilson in Chapter IV) advocate 
against using pedagogical exercises like the men's fishbowl that "manipulate" students' 
emotions. I agree with Ms. Almy that 'oppressive' activities are not necessary in order to teach 
about oppression, and feel that instructors should thoroughly explore the ethical and emotional 
ramifications before using them. Nevertheless, there might be ways to do so without harming 
the learning process for some students. One idea is to frame in advance what people are likely 
to feel and experience during the course of such an activity, thereby allaying some fears and 
helping students focus on relating their emotional reactions to the content of the activity. 
Another possibility is letting persons of both genders volunteer to be the subjects in such an 
exercise, thereby rendering the experiment more egalitarian.. 
4) I believe it is important to work with the gender givens rather than against them, 
but since the class is about restoring the balance of power, this means working more with 
women's givens than with men's. Women should not be blamed or put down for wanting to 
maintain connections with men. Since sexism is about women lacking power, it is important 
to put them in charge of the emotional arena so that they can learn on their own terms of 
inclusion and affiliation. 
Nevertheless, some of the best learning came out of pushing the women to conduct an 
activity that went against their 'nature' and even offended some of them. The challenge is how 
to encourage women to entertain the possibility of feeling angry at men. Women's constructive 
anger is so important to oppression education, and so vital to women learning about sexism, 
that it should be routinely explored as part of the learning process. Again, the female 
instructors in Class B did an excellent job from the start of the class in highlighting anger as 
397 
one of the ways women are limited, and encouraging the female students to acknowledge, 
express, and affirm feelings of anger on their own behalf. 
5) I feel that men and women in both classes would have benefited more if they had 
worked on some assertiveness techniques for giving and receiving anger. While it is hard to 
express anger, it is even harder to listen to it. Perhaps the most important question, then, is 
one Ms. Birch raised in her interview: How do we include anger in the learning experience so 
that people can actually hear it? As she noted, "I think that the challenge isn't so much 
learning how to express anger as it is how to receive anger. If that was a skill that we could 
teach people, then I think the expression would come easier" (see above, p. 359). 
6) Members of both classes made it clear that students expect and want neutrality in 
their teachers — they want teachers to stay one step above, and not become embroiled on a 
personal level with the students. Ms. Almy and Ms. Birch had picked this up by learning the 
hard way in previous classes; I believe their efforts to keep their own anger in check during 
class paid off. Likewise, Mr. Smith and Mr. Reed both seemed aware that the combination of 
authority plus anger in a teacher is too strong and can become oppressive. Surely part of the 
reason these four instructors were so effective in dealing with a volatile learning situation was 
their ability to remain neutral and focus on helping the students work through their anger. 
7) For women educators, it is particularly important to be aware of the automatic bias 
against angry female instructors. It is all too easy for the messenger to become confounded 
with the message and for scapegoating to occur. Gaining trust and maintaining neutrality 
become all the more important. Nevertheless, as Culley asserts (see above, p. 112) it is 
important for students to hear about their female instructor's anger. It might be helpful for her 
to describe her anger rather than assert it, and also to explore the phenomenon of bias against 
angry women as part of the learning process. 
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8) Remember that individuals will bring various explosive problems to class with 
them. Instructors need to be sensitive to the fact that there will probably be victim/survivors 
of abuse in the classroom. This issue should be addressed, with care to include men, and 
making safety and validation a priority. Some individuals, whether extremely silent or 
extremely confrontational, are best dealt with on a one-to-one basis. 
9) It is important to remember that telling an angry story, and creating an "angry 
profile" of an antagonist (see above, p. 25), is very similar to creating an oppressive profile: 
both depend on one-sided judgments and foster isolation. Once angry feelings have been 
acknowledged and explored, people need to move on toward collaborative efforts again and 
end the class on a more positive note rather than bogging down in residual feelings of 
hostility and mistrust. Klein warns that unless we develop visions for a different future, "we 
offer no hope for directing the anger that is often generated by the critical awareness, and we 
are left with paralyzing fury or hopeless resignation" (1987, p. 201). The class should end 
with activities geared to reestablish bonds and engender hope. 
10) What about the men? It is easy for them to listen to women's fears, but much 
harder for them to hear women express anger. As Mr. Smith pointed out (see above, p. 349), 
nobody wants to feel like "the villain," yet if the class is at all effective, some of the 
information that comes across to the men will almost invariably have that effect on them, with 
resulting defensiveness and probable anger. As noted above, encouraging them to express 
their anger and frustration in the privacy of single-sex caucuses is very helpful, and it seems 
especially important to keep their expressions of anger in the all-class setting under control. 
For Future Researchers 
It is my hope that this research study has raised many questions for the readers. 
Certainly for me, it has raised a number of possibilities for future research. 
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1) Since (according to other studies as well as my own) men seem to have such a hard 
time learning about sexism, it would be helpful to gear a study exclusively toward men's 
experience in this learning process. 
2) It would be very interesting to focus on anger and learning in conjunction with 
women's relationship issues, or on anger and learning in conjunction with men's status issues. 
3) A longitudinal study would be useful to determine whether defensive anger 
eventually gives way to new learning - and when. Does a student stop fuming and exclaim 
"Aha!" after a week? After a month? After a year? And under what circumstances? 
4) Should anger be deliberately provoked in the classroom? What are the ethical 
considerations and what are the ramifications? 
5) An entire dissertation could be written on a single episode of anger in a classroom, 
such as the explosion Saturday morning in Class A. 
Question #5: Did Anger in the Two Classes Tie in with Sexism? 
Readers will surely agree by now that the answer to this question is a resounding yes\ 
Not only was anger in the two classes about sexism — it turned out that sexism was often 
about anger. We have seen in the preceding chapters how hard it could be for the women to 
tell angry stories on their own behalf so that men could hear them. The women seemed to 
feel inhibited in and prohibited from expressing anything but protective anger. The safer 
stories to tell were stories of fear and vulnerability, which men could hear and respond to from 
a comfortable feeling of power. Ms. Strong, hiding behind her "big brothers," and the women 
in Class A remained pretty much stuck in these familiar roles of silenced women, unable to 
feel anger on their own behalf. 
We have seen that since the content of the classes on sexism became confounded with 
the process of learning about sexism, men's and women's defensive or protective anger became 
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expressions of sexism. Sexism dictated how men and women interactively went about trying 
to learn - and trying to avoid learning. Defensive/protective anger became part of a 
conspiracy to maintain the status quo in which men and women were both determined to see 
the men as 'good guys' being attacked by 'bad' angry women or, god forbid, feminists. The 
general bias was that feminists were very likely man-hating lesbians. Women had bought into 
their own inferior status; men and women both had absorbed misogyny and homophobia into 
their value systems. The overwhelming consensus appeared to be that women should make it 
as 'one of the guys' or by appealing to men. 
These attitudes and patterns of behavior had been established in the larger societal 
framework of sexism well before the classes took place -- in homes, playgrounds, schools, 
businesses, and so forth, where women had not learned to do anger as well as men had, and 
had often learned to fear it. And out from among the everyday survival stories from this 
background emerged the voices of the victim/survivors of violence, who brought their more 
intense rage and anxiety to the arena. In both classes it became important to keep potential 
learning with its concommitant potential for anxiety and anger at bay. The "groupthink" 
conspiracies to keep a peaceful status quo was further maintained by womanly caretaking, 
'understanding,' niceness, and silence. 
Sexism itself was responsible for keeping women from getting angry on their own 
behalf over issues of sexism and especially at men. But I believe that the results of the two 
learning experiences demonstrated how absolutely vital it is for women to achieve the ability 
to turn blame outward and become angry at men. Lewis has called anger in the sexism class 
an "expression of transformed consciousness" (1993, p. 67). I maintain that it is even more 
than an expression of transformed understanding: like atomic fission, it fuels the 
transformation and becomes inseparable from the new understanding. Perhaps this 
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combination of anger and learning could be seen as an element in Freire's "praxis" - the word 
as a combination of thought and action. Freire writes that reality must be named through a 
language that is not mere "verbalism" but words fired by a capability for taking action: "Thus, 
to speak a true word is to transform the world" (1988, p. 75). 
If there is no anger, the other shore may have been sighted, but it has not been 
reached. To illustrate, in Class A's "violence continuum" activity, Kim tried to hold the men 
accountable for taking a stand against sexism. Anger started to come up in both sexes... and 
was hastily smoothed over. This idea never came up again; in their papers the women spoke 
of new understanding and motivation, but without any passion or angry fire. And in her paper 
Kim still reflected blame back on women. The opportunity was apparently lost for Kim and 
the other women, who remained at the level of telling stories of fear and victimization — still 
acting out the power imbalance imposed by sexism. By contrast, in Class B Maureen, Joanne, 
Glenda, and many of the other women discovered the power of taking a stand for themselves 
through anger. In interviews and in their papers they spoke of how surprised they were by 
their anger, how enraged and outraged they were, and what a peak, transformational learning 
experience the weekend was for them. 
Though such a conclusion goes against my own socialization away from anger and 
toward 'understanding,' empathy, and affiliation, I have become thoroughly convinced by this 
study that Joanne of Class B is absolutely right: "It just tells you how it's built into us -- like 
if we're not going to be angry about it, then there has to be something wrong." 
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APPENDIX A 





Introduction of trainers 
Weekend schedule previewed 
Groundrules (posted); workshop objectives (posted) 
9:30am 
Mr. Acker 
Getting to know each other 
Hopes, fears, goals (concentric circles) 
Triad discussions of goals 




"Taking a Stand" activity (not in original design) 
Cycle of socialization 
Awareness of maleness/femaleness 
How were girls and boys treated? 
Changes over the years (journals) 
Share in triads 




Lecture on theories (not in original design) 
(Was supposed to be: Socialization at university 




Check-ins (requested by Jack)(nor in original design) 




Check-ins on learnings from caucuses 
INSTITUTIONAL/CULTURAL SEXISM 
3:30pm Video: "Still Killing Us Softly" 
4:45pm Wrap-up, Homework assignment: bring sexism in ads for 























How was yesterday? 
Goals for today, schedule 
Develop collages; post and discuss that + statistics 
BREAK 
Video: "Dream Worlds" Part #1 
Partner/triad reactions and sharing between video sections 
Part #2 (Cut short by trainers) 
Same-gender discussion of video 
(Originally supposed to follow with large group) 
LUNCH (Some of class viewed rest of video over lunch) 
Class Check-ins 
Violence continuum activity 
Fishbowl activity (first women in center, then men) 
- What I like about being my gender 
- What is hard about it 
- What is limiting about it 
- What I never want to hear again OR What I want from other gender 
(Originally added a large-group discussion) 
BREAK 
Lecturette on how to interrupt sexism, being allies 
Triads discuss problems and then strategies 
Then switch to discuss with others in new triads; switch again 
People fill out personal action plans and then share them out to large group 
Final check-in around large circle on major learning from weekend 








CLASS B (FINAL STUDY) DESIGN 
SATURDAY 
Intro names (activity starts as people enter) 
Introduction 
Our goals -- list and add to it in pairs 
Agenda, Logistics 
Groundrules -- put body on newsprint, 
triads discuss questions about enhancers/inhibitors 
10:15am 
Ms. Almy 
Gender box (small random groups) 
10:45am BREAK 
11:00am Sharing and discussion of gender boxes 
Ms. Almy, Mr. Smith 




People individually view gallery on violence against 
women that another group of trainers had put up. (not in original design) 
Check-in about the gallery or anything else from a.m. 
1:55pm 
Ms. Almy 
Stretch (originally supposed to be a movement activity) 
2:00pm 
Ms. Birch 
Video: Peter Jennings special on rape 
3:00pm BREAK 




Levels and types of oppression; socialization cycle 
4:30pm Same-gender caucuses: men talk about critical life incidents; 
women plan men's fishbowl for Sunday 
4:45 
Mr. Smith 
Closing: weather reports 





Homework share-out: Form small groups as people flow in to share 
definitions and collaborate to present one as a group. 
Groups present definitions; members present symbols of sexism 
10:15am BREAK 
10:30am Fishbowl: Two women's bowls first, then men's 
11:30am Same-gender caucuses 





Check-in and large-group discussion (new activity) 
Very structured to process anger over fishbowl: 
Trainers decided on themes to discuss from reactions to fishbowl and asked 
two women and two men to speak about themes that came up during caucuses 
2:00pm Twenty-second check-ins 
2:20pm 
Mr. Reed 




Presentation: Identity development model using 








Role plays in two long lines, 
practicing interruptions of sexism 
4:30 
Ms. Almy 
Closing: hands around large sheet of paper, write one action 
you will take against sexism 
(No time for planned visioning activity by Mr. Smith) 
4:50 Evaluations and paper assignment 
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APPENDIX C 
SELF-INTRODUCTION FOR CLASS A 
I am a doctoral student in the Social Justice Education department. With your 
permission, I would like to sit in on your class this weekend to study the learning process. I 
am doing a pilot study for my dissertation. This means that I'll be getting practice taking 
notes and gathering information, to kind of work any bugs out of my research methods. I will 
also pass out some anonymous surveys at the end, which are purely voluntary, but that I think 
you might find interesting to do. And I might ask a few people if they would be interested 
getting interviewed later on in the week. 
I want to emphasize that my work is completely independent of these instructors, and 
that it will remain completely confidential. No one but myself will ever see my notes or the 
surveys. If any findings from this pilot study do end up in my dissertation, it would be under 
conditions of anonymity -- no real names, dates, locations. I hope this is fine with all of you; 
if any of you have any questions I'd be happy to talk with you during breaks. Thank you very 
much and I hope you will feel comfortable with me being here as a part of the woodwork, 
learning about learning. 
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APPENDIX D 
CONFIDENTIAL SURVEY FOR SEXISM CLASS A 
This survey is voluntary and in no way related to the course requirements. It will not be seen 
by the instructors or be shared with anyone. I hope you will find it interesting, and greatly 
appreciate your help on my research project ! 
1. Please briefly describe your attitude toward sexism and feminism before the class. 
2. Did your attitude change over the weekend, and in what way? 
3. What particular leaming(s) stand out in your mind? 
4. How emotionally involved were you in these learnings, and what were your feelings? 
5. Do you recall feeling angry at any time during the weekend? . 
(If you never felt any anger, please skip ahead to question 21.) 
6. How did you know you were angry (Physical symptoms, etc.) 
7. How angry were you? (Please circle a number) 
1 (annoyed) 2 (irritated) 3 (vexed) 4 (just plain angry) 
5 (irate) 6 (furious) 7 (blown a gasket) 
8. What made you angry? Please describe the incidents). At what point(s) in the weekend 
did it occur: 
(a) - -- 
(b) _ 
(c) --  
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Who or what made you angry: (a) 
---(b). 
(O_ 
9. How did you feel about being angry, and why? 
10. Did you express your anger? (a):_(b):_(c):_ If not, why not? 
11. Did you ever express it or do anything about it?_ 
In what wa ?_ _ 
12. If you did express your anger at the time, in what way: 
13. Were your feeling and expression of anger typical of you? 
If not, how might you ordinarily have reacted? 
Why didn't you react that way in class? 
14. Did you feel your anger was justified?_ Why or why not? 
15. What reactions did you get from other people? 
16. How did you feel about those reactions? 
17. Did you feel your anger was constructive?_ Explain: 
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IN RETROSPECT 
18. How do you feel about your anger now? 
19. Would you still get angry given the same provocation?_Why or why not? 
20. Would you express it differently?_How, and Why? 
21. Do you think you might have reacted differently if you were the other gender? 
In what way, and why? 
22. Were there any times when it seemed you should have been angry (e.g., someone said you 
should be angry, or others were angry but you weren't, etc.)? 
Why didn't you feel angry? 
What were you feeling and why? 
ANGER IN OTHERS 
23. What instances of other people getting angry affected you? 
24. How you were affected? 
25. Did you feel then that their anger was justified? Explain: 
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How do you feel about it now? 
ANGER IN GENERAL 
26. Do you feel that you learned anything from your own or from others' anger? 
What, specifically? 
27. Your personal theory or opinions on anger: 
Did you find it at all interesting or enlightening to do this survey? Please be frank! 
If so, could you say how: 
Were there any questions or sections that were unclear? 
Do you have any suggestions for improvement, clarification, interesting questions, etc.? 
HOW LONG DID IT TAKE YOU TO COMPLETE THIS SURVEY? 
Thank vou so much for vour time and help on this project! Please use the self-addressed 
stamped envelope to return it. 
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APPENDIX E 
CLASS A: QUESTION GUIDE FOR STUDENT INTERVIEWS 
REMEMBER: Put phone on answering machine, so it doesn't ring. 
Set timer along with tape recorder so I'll know when it's 
finished recording a side. 
1) How are you, etc. (friendly chat) 
2) Statement about confidentiality, taping and why, purpose of interview: so I can get a more 
in-depth view into student's experience of the weekend learning process. I don't think I'll be 
asking anything uncomfortable, but if you don't feel comfortable answering something, please 
say so. 
REMINDER OF FOCUS: Memories of the weekend - learnings, experiences of anger; how 
anger affected the learning process. 
1) Talk a bit about your thoughts on sexism prior to the weekend. 
What experiences with sexism did you feel you had had? 
Attitude toward feminists? 
Courses, movies, books... 
2) Have these thoughts/attitudes changes any? Explain... 
3) What was your experience of the weekend? 
What did you like, talk about that... 
Activities, persons that influenced you... Trainers... 
4) What learnings stand out in your mind from the weekend? 
happenings, learnings 
5) Talk about your personal experiences of anger: What were they, who involved, feelings 
about it, expression of it, reactions to it; Was it justified? Constructive? 
6) How do you feel the anger affected your learning? 
How could things have been handled more effectively? 
7) Tell a bit about your background: where from, family members. 
8) How did your family handle anger? How do you usually deal with anger? Recall an 
incident and how you dealt with it. 
How do you feel when others are angry at you? When others are angry at others? 
9) What are your personal views or theories about anger? 
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APPENDIX F 
CLASS A: QUESTION GUIDE FOR INTERVIEWING INSTRUCTORS 
REMEMBER PURPOSE: 1) Reality check of my perceptions of what went on regarding anger 
and the learning experience. 2) Explore trainers' experience, expectations, reactions, coping 
strategies, etc. 3) Gain any insights on anger and the learning process. 
1) BACKGROUND: What workshops or classes of this nature have you taught? 
2) Looking at weekend design, can you talk a bit about the trainers' or your intentions and 
expectations. 
3) Could you talk a bit about your perception of the weekend... your experience of how it 
went. 
3) Do any expressions of anger stand out in your mind? 
4) How did the expressions of anger make you feel? 
5) What did you perceive to be the causes? 
6) What went on during trainer "caucuses"? Design modifications? 
How did you feel the anger should be handled? 
How was it actually handled? Was it successful in your opinion? 
Were there any other approaches you felt might be useful? 
7) What about anger from the trainers? Feelings... expressions... productive or what? 
8) What about any other instances of anger? Did the anger expeiences/expressions seem 
different in any way?...? 
9) What effect did you think the anger had on the class? Do you think it was different for the 
men and for the women? 
10) In retrospect, do you think the anger was constructive or determinental to the learning 
experience? In what ways? 
11) Could the same kind of learning have happened without the anger? 
12) Are there any recommendations you might make for future trainers? 
13) Do you have a personal theory of anger? 
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APPENDIX G 
CLASS A; WOMEN'S PAPERS (Missing: Alice) 
STDNT MOVEMENT IN LEARNING LEARNED MOST FROM ABOUT THE ANGER EPISODE 
Anna No awareness -* sexism is in 
media and elsewhere: it affects 
all women and therefore mvself 
Hearing everyone’s perspectives; 
Dreamworlds was a major impact 
No mention of this or any other 
problems with the weekend 
Eliz'b'th Timid feminist -* feminist with 
more confidence and skills: 
feelina empowered to act and 
educate others 
Hearing others' ignorance; gaining 
skills and confidence in promoting 
feminism 
It was frustrating but important 
for learning 
Hannah Substantive knowledge about 
sexism, but feminist = bad -* 
heiahtened awareness and 
feminist = aood 
Sharing personal experiences with 
other women; definition of feminists; 
hearing from men in fishbowl 
No direct mention other than 
implying frustration with men's 
defensiveness against learning, 
but hopefulness later in class 
Phyllis Substantive knowledge but co¬ 
opted by backlash -• stjli 
colludina with backlash in a bia 
wav. but more confident to 
SDeak out when she does see 
instances of sexism 
Nothing mentioned Still angry and resentful over bias 
in definition and injustices towards 
men, especially by "hostile" 
female instructor; still wants to 
learn about sexism against men 
Kristin Aware that sexism exists 
somewhere out there -* it[s 
reallv there, it affects me and all 
women. 1 will take action 
The videos; hearing other women 
share experiences of sexism 
It was frustrating and upsetting; 
good thing it stopped so learning 
could take place 
Marge Low-level awareness of sexism 
on personal level; feminism = 
bad -» new awareness of it in 
societv: feminism = aood 
Small group and individual 
discussions; videos; definition of 
feminists 
Learning took place despite 
tensions during the weekend 
Penny Minimal awareness, feminism = 
bad -* sexism is rampant: 
personal transformation and 
motivation to take action: 
feminism = aood 
All-female discussions, 
Dreamworlds, definition of feminist, 
action stragegies 
Men's defensiveness and rage 
against sexism was frustrating but 
ultimately useful to learn how men 
are affected by sexism 
Tara Minimal knowledge -* 
heiahtened awareness and new 
motivation to learn more and 
educate others 
Fishbowl: hearing men and having 
men listen in safe way 
Felt anger, frustration, sadness, 
but it was handled well so group 
could learn together 
Kim (Blaming American women for 
using it as excuse for their own 
laziness) -* sexism affects 
women in the media: oppresses 
both men and women throuah 
neaative stereotvoina: women 
need to conauer it themselves 
Dreamworlds and advertising; being 
able to tell men about women's fear 
of violence 
Trainers alienated and oppressed 
the men, rage was too 
uncomfortable, oppression of men 
needs to be included in definition 
of sexism 
Gwen Low awareness; it doesn't 
affect me -* hiah awareness of 
its impact in societv and her 
life, motive to take action 
Definition of sexism, the videos, 
especially Dreamworlds, the theories 
on collusion, etc. 
Definition was a great starting 
place for learning; it was 
"dynamic" but handled well 
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APPENDIX H 
CLASS B: GUIDELINE FOR INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE IN STUDY 
I am a U. Mass, graduate student working on a doctorate in Social Justice Education. 
My study focuses on the educational process for women in classes on sexism, and I will be 
sitting in on the April 29/30 weekend workshop you have signed up to take. 
The Social Justice Education Project is willing to offer one Independent Study Credit 
for the self-reflective work and learning involved by women taking that workshop who 
volunteer to participate in my study. Would you be interested in being one of my subjects? 
Here is what it would entail: 
1) an interview with me at some time during the two weeks preceding the weekend 
workshop (about an hour-and-a-half in length); 
2) keeping a journal of reactions during the weekend, to be released to me for this 
research study; 
3) another interview with me during the week after the workshop (another hour-and-a- 
half or so); 
4) a possible follow-up interview after a few months (possibly by phone) 
to see what still stands out for you. 
It is my hope that you would find that participation in this project would enrich your 
learning experience and provide an interesting means of self exploration. Let me assure you 
that all interviews and materials would be kept confidential; names will be changed and 
anonymity maintained in the dissertation. 
My phone number: 582-5436. (Set up the first interview.) 
Thank you very much for your time, and I look forward to meeting with you. 
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APPENDIX I 
PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM 
I,__ agree to participate in Joan G. 
Anderson's research study on the role of emotions in the process of learning about sexism. 
The study is for Ms. Almynderson's dissertation, the aim of which is to further understanding 
of the learning process in general, and in particular of the role of emotions in a class on 
sexism. The dissertation will be bound and available at the University library, and available 
on microfilm through the Ann Arbor dissertation services. 
I understand and agree that the interviews for this study will be recorded and 
transcribed, and that I may see the transcript if I so choose. The interviews, audiotapes, and 
transcripts will be confidential, and contributions that I make toward this research project will 
be presented in a manner that will afford me, my institution, and other individuals fairly 
certain annonymity. There could be some risk to my identity being guessed in this particular 
university setting, but it will be minimal. 
I further understand that my participation in this study is completely voluntary, will 
not prejudice instructors or administrators against me in any way, and that I may withdraw 





CLASS B: PRE-CLASS INTERVIEW GUIDELINES 
1) Focus on Personal & Family Background 
REMEMBER: Put phone on answering machine, so it doesn't ring. 
Set timer along with tape recorder so I'll know when it's 
finished recording a side. 
1) How are you, etc. Re-introduce myself and my project (studying the learning process for 
women in class on sexism). 
2) Statement about confidentiality, taping, goals of this interview: Learn about you and your 
family background, and ask about your views on gender issues. I don't think I'll be asking 
anything uncomfortable, but if you don't feel comfortable answering something, please say so. 
FACTUAL PROFILE: 
How old are you? Where are you in your schooling? 
What is your family's ethnic background/national origin? 
Parents: living? together, divorced, etc.? 
Siblings: older/younger brothers/sisters? 
What is your religion? political affiliation? 
How active are you in these areas? (When did you last...) 
If comfortable with this question, do you consider yourself a person with or without 
disabilities? 
FAMILY DESCRIPTION: 
How would you describe your family? (what parents and siblings do, what home life is like.) 
SELF DESCRIPTION: 
How would you describe yourself? (Looking for things like interests, goals, values, 
sociability, what sort of a person you think you are and how you think others perceive you.) 
Why are you taking the sexism class, and what do you hope to get out of it? 
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2) Focus on Perception of Sexism/Feminism 
NOTE: Pay attention to how they seem to be feeling about things as they talk, and draw out 
some reflections on these feelings. 
ATTITUDES ABOUT SEXISM AND FEMINISM: 
Do you think there is much sexism in our society? 
Do you think men and women are treated equally (job market, media, sports, school...)? 
Do you think men or women get treated unfairly because of gender? (Explain) 
Do you know someone who you think has been discriminated against because of being a male 
or a female? 
Are there any instances you can think of when you believe that you yourself have been treated 
badly due to your gender? 
What do you think about feminism and feminists? 
Have you done much reading or taken courses on women's studies? 
Do you think things are pretty much o.k. the way they are, or that that's just the way 
things are? 
GENDER SOCIALIZATION: 
How did your parents bring you up: chores, toys, behavior, looking toward your future as an 
adult. Do you feel there were any limitations placed on you because you were a girl? 
What were your favorite school subjects and activities? What sorts of things did the girls in 
general go in for? Do you feel there were any limitations for girls? 
In what ways do you feel that you take after your mother? 
How about your father? 
In what ways do you want to be like your mother? your father? 
Do you think your parents have been satisfied with their lives? 
How satisfied are you with your life and goals? 
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ATTITUDES ABOUT GENDER ROLES: 
Do you think there are definite feminine attributes? For instance.... How do you think of 
yourself in terms of femininity? 
Do you think there are differences between the sexes, then? Do you think they are natural... 
something we're bom with, or something we leam? (strength, braveness, emotionality, into 
fighting and so on) 
How do you feel about things like either sex asking the other for a date? for sex? How about 
things like spitting, swearing, make-up, shaving legs and so on, dressing up -- should they be 
gender specific? 
How do you feel about going to a woman doctor? Having a woman be your 
rabbi/priest/minister? Having a woman fly the plane you're taking? Having a woman as 
President? Are there any professions you think inappropriate for women? How about women 
in the military... any restrictions? 
How do you feel about having a male nurse? Having a brother who is a "house husband"? 
Having a man provide daycare for your toddler? 
Do you think there might be any circumstances where men and women should be paid 
differently for doing the same work? 
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APPENDIX K 
CLASS B: PARTICIPANT JOURNAL PAGE FORMAT 
Day_ Participant 
TIME FEELINGS EVENT OR CAUSES | EXPLAIN/COMMENTS 
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APPENDIX L 
CLASS B: PARTICIPANT JOURNAL GUIDELINES 
Please keep a journal during the weekend class on sexism. This will be used as a 
guide for discussing the class in the research interview following the weekend. This journal is 
to be turned in to me after the class, as it will be an essential part of the research project. The 
journal, along with the transcript of your interview, will be kept completely confidential, and a 
pseudonym will be attached to it rather than your real name. You can request a copy of these 
materials... but it may take a while to transcribe the taped interviews! 
The journal should use the following, pre-set page format, on which you are asked to 
record your reactions to — i.e. feelings about ~ whatever is going on during the weekend class. 
It will therefore be necessary for you to pay close attention to what you are feeling, and note 
changes in your feelings as they occur. The main thing is to jot down the time, the feeling, 
and the event or statement that seemed to cause the feeling. Reflections on why you think the 
event caused the feeling or other comments could be added during breaks or after class. 
Ideally, the journal will also include any reflections on the classroom experience that you 
might have during the breaks or outside of the class. 
Feelings can range from happy, sad, angry, and depressed to others less associated 
with emotions, like amused, bored, and surprised. Also, you might have more than one 
feeling about something, at once or in succession. 
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APPENDIX M 
CLASS B: INTRODUCTION TO CLASS OF SELF AND STUDY 
(To Gain Access for Observation) 
I am a graduate student working on a doctorate in Education. With your permission, I 
would like to sit in on your class this weekend to study the learning process. 
I will just be a warm and friendly body sitting here taking notes on the class with an 
incredibly silent laptop computer. My work is completely independent of these instructors, 
and you are free to participate or not without prejudice from this school. My observations will 
remain confidential. No one but myself will ever see my notes, and whatever I write in my 
dissertation will remain anonymous — using no real names, dates, locations. While there could 
be some risk to your anonymity in this particular university setting, the risk is quite minimal. 
You are free to review the material for my dissertation, and you are free to withdraw from part 
or all of the study at any time. 
I hope this is fine with all of you; if any of you have any questions I'd be happy to 
talk with you during breaks or after class. 
Thank you very much! 
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APPENDIX N 
CLASS B: TIMETABLE FOR DISCUSSING JOURNAL ENTRIES 
SATURDAY 
9:15 Introductions, what you're giving up to be here. Share goals and report out. 
9:30 Weekend Agenda 
9:45 People group by three's to come up with groundrules: what helps, what hinders learning. 
10:00 Whole group discusses this. 
10:15 Male body outlined on white paper. People write helps and hindrances on it. 
10:30 Small groups identify man/lady stereotypes, draw boxes. 
Add names and consequences for going outside boxes. 
10:45 BREAK 
11:00 Whole group discusses consequences and namecalling. 
11:55 Women's caucus group. 
12:30 LUNCH 
1:30 People visit the violence-against-women display 
1:40 Discussion/Check-in 
2:00 Video: Peter Jennings on Rape 
2:45 BREAK 
3:00 Women's caucus group 
3:55 Large group discussion 
4:40 Women's caucus deciding on men's fishbowl for tomorrow 
4:52 The men come back in. Weather reports. 
5:00 Homework and end of day. 
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SUNDAY 
9:00 The facilitators start everyone off in small groups to discuss definitions and show-and- 
tell. 
9:30 Groups report out on definition of sexism, and Show-and-Tell around the room. 
10:12 Wrap-up 
10:15 BREAK 
10:30 Women's first fishbowl group 
10:40 Women's second fishbowl group 
11:00 Men's fishbowl 
11:21 Men talk about strip joints 
11:35 Women caucus about the fishbowl 
12:02 Caucus ends; Women shift to outer circle 
12:13 Men return 
12:15 LUNCH 
1:18 Return. Two's are asked to talk on three topics related to the men's fishbowl. 
2:00 30-second check-ins 
2:20 Social Identity Development Model 
3:00 Trainers give personal examples of development 
3:35 BREAK 
3:50 Action Continuum etc. 
4:20 Role plays: interrupting sexism. Group role plays. 
4:45 Hands around the paper: action statements written on it. Final check-ins. 
4:55 Logistics and evaluations 
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APPENDIX O 
CLASS B: POST-CLASS PARTICIPANT INTERVIEW GUIDELINES 
1) Focus on the Weekend Experience 
NOTE: I plan to collect the journals at the end of the class on Sunday, so that 1 can review 
them before the interviews. 
REMEMBER: Put phone on answering machine, so it doesn't ring. 
Set timer along with tape recorder so I'll know when it's finished recording a side. 
How are you, etc. (friendly chat) 
As in the first interview, I don't think I'll be asking anything uncomfortable, but if you don't 
feel comfortable answering something, please say so. 
Talk about your experience of the weekend... What you liked, didn't like, what stands out: 
activities, persons that influenced you... the trainers. 
What learnings stand out in your mind from the weekend? 
How emotionally involved were you in these learnings? Do you remember your feelings? 
Have your thoughts/attitudes on sexism or feminism changed any? Explain... 
2) Focus on Anger and Related Feelings 
What are your personal views or theories about anger? 
Do you recall feeling angry at any time during the weekend? 
What made you angry? How did you know you were angry? How angry were you? 
.(Refer to journal) 
How did you feel about being angry, and why? 
Did you express your anger? How? If not, why not? Did you ever express it or do anything 
about it? In what way? 
Were your feeling and expression of anger typical of you? If not, how might you ordinarily 
have reacted? 
Why didn't you react that way in class? 
Did you feel your anger was justified? Why or why not? 
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What reactions did you get from other people? 
How did you feel about those reactions? 
Did you feel your anger was constructive or not? Explain. 
IN RETROSPECT 
How do you feel about your anger now? 
Do you think you would still get angry given the same provocation? Why or why not? 
Would you express it differently? How, and Why? 
Do you think you might have reacted differently if you were the other gender? How & why? 
Were there any times when it seemed you should have been angry (e.g., someone said you 
should be angry, or others were angry but you weren't, etc.)? 
Why do you think you didn't feel angry? 
What were you feeling and why? 
.(Look at other emotions in Journal) 
ANGER IN OTHERS 
What instances of other people getting angry affected you? 
How you were affected? 
Did you feel then that their anger was justified? Explain. 
How do you feel about it now? 
How do you feel the anger affected your learning? 
What do you feel you learned from your own or from others' anger? 
Do you feel things have been handled more effectively? 
ANGER IN GENERAL 
How did your family handle anger? 
How do you usually deal with anger? Can you recall an incident and how you dealt with it? 
How do you feel when others are angry at you? When others are angry at others? 
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APPENDIX P 
CLASS B: QUESTION GUIDE FOR INTERVIEWING INSTRUCTORS 
REMEMBER PURPOSE: 1) Reality check of my perceptions of what went on regarding anger 
and the learning experience. 2) Explore trainers' experience, expectations, reactions, coping 
strategies, etc. 3) Gain any insights on anger and the learning process. 
REMEMBER: Put phone on answering machine, so it doesn't ring. 
Set timer along with tape recorder so I'll know when it's finished recording a side. 
1) How are you, etc. (friendly chat) 
2) As in the first interview, I don't think I'll be asking anything uncomfortable, but if you don't 
feel comfortable answering something, please say so. 
BACKGROUND 
What workshops or classes of this nature have you taught? 
Looking at the weekend design, can you talk a bit about the trainers' or your intentions and 
expectations. 
Could you talk a bit about your perception of the weekend... your experience of how it went. 
ON ANGER 
What are your personal theories or opinions on anger? 
Anger in relation to classroom and learning? Social 
Justice education? 
What expressions of anger from the weekend stand out in your mind? 
How did the expressions of anger make you feel? 
What did you perceive to be the causes? 
What went on during trainer "caucuses"? Design modifications? 
How did you feel the anger should be handled? 
How was it actually handled? Was it successful in your opinion? 
Were there any other approaches you felt might be useful? 
What about anger from the trainers? Feelings... expressions... productive or what? (Did you 
feel anger at any time? What did you do about it? Why? etc.) 
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What about any other instances of anger? 
Did the anger expeiences/expressions seem different in any way?...? 
What effect did you think the anger had on the class? Do you think it was different for the 
men and for the women? 
In retrospect, do you think the anger was constructive or detrimental to the learning 
experience? In what ways? 
Could the same kind of learning have happened without the anger? 
Are there any recommendations you might make for future trainers? 
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